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"The whole hotel has a disease called the 
Only Game in Town. If you don't like it, 
too bad. It has a secondary infection 
called No Ownership. In other words, 
management has a contract without a piece 
of the action."(McDonald, 1973.)
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CHAPTER 1 
The Problem and Its Setting
Introduct i on
Popular dissatisfaction with American public education 
has been clearly expressed in a dozen national reports on 
the status of our schools (Almanac of National Reports,
1983). A possible cause of this dissatisfaction may be the 
radical change in the structure and organization of the 
school systems which has paralleled the perceived decline in 
the quality of public education (Friedman, 1980). If such 
change has occurred, the extent of change can be documented 
by analyzing the school's annual statements of objectives 
and statements of annual expenditures for each of its 
separate functions or activities. Such an examination will 
reveal if instructional funds are now used to support a 
heretofore nonexistent bureaucracy and other noninstruc­
tional activities in public education, and will document any 
discrepancy between the public school's stated philosophy 
and its new patterns of fund expenditures. If true, it is 
incumbent upon the managers of the public schools to 
demonstrate that today's reorganized educational 
institutions can deliver a higher quality education to 
students than the traditional market responsive U.S. public 
school system which placed responsibility for the quality of 
education directly upon the students, parents and teachers.
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Economie Theory and the Problem
In order to develop a meaningful theoretical basis for 
this research, it was necessary to embrace the study of 
human behavior from an economic perspective. Traditionally, 
the study of school finance has been concerned with source 
and distribution of revenue to fund the bureaus that develop 
and control school budgets. Such studies have neglected the 
specific use of tax moneys to finance public education 
because of the collectivist assumption that public services 
must be supplied by bureaus (Blau, 1971, p. 16).
This study is founded in the economic theory of supply 
by bureaus as developed by William A. Niskanen (1971),
Albert Breton (1974) and other economists. This theory 
postulates that bureaucrats are a representative sample of 
the citizenry. Like the rest of us, some are dedicated and 
take pride in service to clients while other's tend to 
adhere to the rules and policies of the bureau without much 
regard for the needs of the bureau's clients. Bureaucratic 
systems, though, tend to reward the latter, for this type of 
organization does not maximize profit producing efficient 
behavior. Without the guidance of client/customer 
satisfaction, and the efficient use of time and materials 
that produce profit for the commercial firm, the bureau must 
rely upon it's policies and regulations for performance 
standards. Therefore it is easier for the bureaucrat, as 
long as he follows policy, to maximize a wide range of 
activities other than efficient behavior or client
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
satisfaction. Regardless of personal competence, 
bureaucrats are nonprofit maximizers. Their purpose is not 
to create or conserve wealth, or to provide a service to 
satisfy the bureau's sponsors or clients, but to enforce 
policy. This predetermines that the men and women who work 
in this environment will tend to behave in a highly 
prescribed manner. If bureaus are wasteful and inefficient, 
the problem is not individual bureaucrats, but the structure 
of the system itself. If accurate, the theory of supply by 
bureaus predicts that bureaucratic organizations can not, 
because of these severe limitations, achieve the original 
stated purposes of the organization.
The Statement of the Problem
The study of history is an attempt to understand the 
present by placing events in their historical context <Leedy 
1980). Any part of man's social organization or structure 
that is not studied limits our understanding of the present. 
Since the literature of school finance, in the main, is 
concerned with the source of revenue and the equal 
distribution of moneys within a given geographical area 
(Kavina, 1980; Goertz et al, 1978), the possibility of 
change in the distribution of funds within a school budget 
and the effect of that change on the public schools remains 
an unexplored area in school finance. Therefore, the study 
of the management of eucnomic resources by public education 
is historically significant.
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Any analysis of contemporary education must include the 
basic assumptions and philosophy which led to the 
development of U.S. public schools. The "Statement of 
Educational Principles" adopted by the Clark County School 
Board of Trustees is representative of this basic philosophy 
in public education (CCSD, 1956 to 1964). If today's school 
organization has been diverted from it's original 
objectives, this change will be reflected by a change in the 
stated objectives of the school, or by a change in the 
distribution of funds within the schocl bziget.
The purpose of this study was to document the extent to 
which a public school district has allowed the growth of a 
bureaucracy to change the distribution of funds within a 
school budget. If no change occurred, or if economies of 
scale were affected by the centralization of authority and 
bureaucratization of the school system, this would suggest 
that an economics-based theory of bureaucracy is not 
correct. Conversely, if educational funds have been 
diverted from the direct instruction of children to finance 
a centralized bureaucracy, this could partially explain 
public dissatisfaction with the performance of the schools 
and appear to validate the theory of supply by bureaus. This 
study examines thirty five years (1950 -1985), of Clark 
County public school budgets in an attempt to interpret the 
historical significance of fund redistribution in public 
school budgets.
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Subsidiary Questions
The following questions will outline the parameters of
the research.
1. Have the goals and objectives of the Clark County 
public schools, as expressed by the school board's 
Statement of Educational Principles, changed during 
the study period? Are these changes, if any, 
reflected by corresponding changes in the expendi­
ture patterns in the school's budget document?
2. What significant changes have occurred in the 
programs and activities in the Clark County public 
schools during the study period?
3. Has support for public schools, as expressed by the 
year-to-year levels of financial support available 
for education, kept pace with the growth in student 
population and inflation as expressed by the 
cost-of-living index?
4. Have publicly mandated new programs been supported 
by corresponding increases in funding to pay for 
the total cost of the programs?
5. Have existing programs, both mandated and elective, 
been adjusted by a transfer of funds within the 
budget of Clark County public schools (or by a 
failure to fund for inflationary costs or increased 
enrollments)?
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Significance of the Problem
In August of 1983, Nevada Governor Richard Bryan 
established the Governor's Commission on Educational 
Excellence to study the status and needs of Nevada public 
schools (Bryan, 1984). In turn, Robert Wentz,
Superintendent of the Clark County School District, formed a 
citizen's committee in the fall of 1983 to reexamine the 
goals and objectives of the Clark County School District 
(CCSD, 1984). Other individuals, including Nevada State 
Senator Bob Ryan have also published studies of, and made 
recommendations concerning Nevada's public schools (Ryan, 
1983). This interest in educational reform is part of a 
national concern. Between 1982 and 1983, twelve major 
national reports were issued on the status of public 
education. (See Appendix A.) In general, the reports 
concluded that U.S. public schools were failing to meet the 
needs of our society and the needs of many individual 
students and that public education needed additional funding 
to accomplish its objectives. However, this study will not 
question the conclusions of these reports, as the specific 
quality of public schools is not the subject of this 
research.
It is of extreme importance to note that while studies 
and reports to date have recognized the decline of public 
education, and the need for adequate funding, as Thomas 
(1980, pp. 206-261) has suggested, little attention has been 
given to the allocation of moneys within the public school
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budgets. This lack of attention to the expenditure of 
educational funds has created a void in our understanding of 
public education in the United States, and, in the final 
analysis, people and organizations cannot function without 
factual data. Therefore, this study has, through historical 
research, identified the extent of the changes in resource 
allocation within a school budget.
There is an understandable reluctance to question the 
structure of the budget, for conventional organizational and 
management theory regards the bureau as an ideal rational 
system where orders flow down the hierarchy of authority and 
obedience follows (Weinstein, 1979). Adding to this 
assumption of rationality in bureaus, is the general public 
conception that because bureaus do not maximize profit, 
bureaucrats as "public servants" have, as Weber (Blau, 1971, 
p. 20) suggested, a total selfless interest in serving the 
public. Therefore, any question of the bureau's policies or 
actions to correct bureaucratic failure is considered 
irrational. However, this reliance upon authority and 
obedience to state institutions is more compatible to a 
totalitarian society than to a democracy. In political 
terms, bureaucracies, like totalitarian states, grant 
subordinates no freedom of speech or personal responsibility 
for the results of individual action (Weinstein, 1979). In 
other words, because bureaus do not allow individuals to 
maximize profit or (to the extent the bureau is able) to 
behave democratically (responsibly), bureaucratic
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
organizations function beyond the pale of traditional U.S. 
economic and political institutions. Herein lies a conflict 
between the reality of the bureau and the soul of the body 
politic, for we do make use of bureaucratic systems even 
though bureaus fail to function as part of the larger U.S. 
social system. This may be the reason for popular 
dissatisfaction with many levels of governmental service in 
the United States. Moreover, questioning authority in order 
to limit its use, and seeking to maximize personal utility, 
comprise the essence of the political-economic forces that 
culminated in the formation of the United States. Therefore, 
while the examination of a bureau's budget may be irrational 
in bureaucratic terms, it is within U.S. social tradition, 
and may produce an insight into the troubled public school.
In the final analysis, people and organizations, even 
bureaucratic organizations, cannot function without factual 
data. Therefore, this study has, through historical 
research, documented the extent of the change in resource 
allocation within a school budget.
Assumptions
The analysis of school finance and fund distribution 
within a public school budget involves many issues that will 
not be examined in this study. This study is only concerned 
with the documentation of change in fund distribution in a 
public school budget. Therefore, the following related and 
supporting assumptions will not be challenged and will be 
accepted without comment.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1. A school district's philosophy determines the 
structure of the school. School budgets are a 
reflection of the philosophy and/or organization of 
the school district, that is, form follows function.
2. A significant change in the percentage of funds in 
a budget allocation for a given program or activity 
from one year to the next, or over a period of 
years, is an indication of the existence of a change 
in the structure of the school district or an 
indication that the district has abandonded and/or 
modified its philosophical base.
3. A change in philosophy, structure and organization 
of public schools, could, in part, account for 
public education's decline, and documentation of 
this change is vital to the diagnosis of the cause 
of this decline.
4. A decline of the quality of education in the public 
schools, as reported in recent national studies, 
has, in fact, occurred.
Limitations
This historical study is limited to the public schools 
that have existed or now exist in Clark County, Nevada and 
to the budget documents developed during the thirty five 
year period from school year 1950-51 to school year 1984-85. 
(Prior to 1956, there were fourteen independent school 
districts in Clark County. In the spring of 1956 all 
fourteen were consolidated into one district). This study
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does not include a history of the sources of school funding 
or plans to equalize school support, as these subjects have 
been thoroughly explored by R. Guild Gray (1948 and 1957), 
George Kavina (1984), Anthony Saville (1977) and others. The 
study was limited to the operating budget and its major 
expenditure divisions, that concern Administration, 
Instruction, Auxiliary, Mechanical Support Services and 
Fixed Costs. Therefore capital expenditures, the numerous 
Federally funded special programs, and enterprise funds were 
not considered. No attempt was made to determine if the 
funding levels were "adequate" to meet the objectives of any 
given program.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions of terms were used for the 
purposes of this study.
School Budget. The school budget for the Clark County 
School District for a specific year, as submitted to the 
Nevada Department of Education by the county superintendent.
Direct Instructional Costs. Salaries for K-12 classroom 
teachers, and teachers aides, and the cost of textbooks, 
library books, teaching supplies, and other direct classroom 
expense.
Adeguate Funding. A level of funding sufficient to pay 
for existing programs in the following biennium, including 
an allowance for growth in enrollment and inflationary 
costs. A level of funding sufficient for all acquired costs 
of a new or mandated program.
10
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Significant Chance. À change that is at least plus or 
minus five percent in the total percentage of funds 
allocated to programs or activities of the public schools in 
Clark County during the period of the study.
Bureau. A public or private agency organized to 
administer the delivery of a service in exchange for a 
budget from a sponsor, in which the employees, managers, and 
sponsors of the bureau tend to maximize their utility, and 
are not monetarily responsible for their actions.
Bureaucrat. The manager or administrator of a bureau 
who is expected to develop and to implement the policies and 
regulations of his bureau in an even and impartial manner, 
but who will tend to maximize his own interests.
Employee of a Bureau. A person who is hired to perform 
specified tasks for the bureau who has no opportunity to 
develop policy or procedures for the organization.
Sponsor of a Bureau. An elected or appointed board of 
trustees, for a public or a private activity, charged with 
establishing a service for the clients of the bureau.
Client of a Bureau. A person who is assigned, often 
without choice, to receive the services of the bureau.
Traditional Instructional Program. The comprehensive 
school curriculum as it existed in Clark County just prior 
to and, just after consolidation of public schools into one 
district.
11
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Special Education. A program of instruction designed 
for students who are considered not to be academiclly 
successful and who are assigned to the program, often 
without choice, by the bureau.
Administrative Intensity. The ratio of school 
administrators to classroom teachers.
Teacher to Staff Ratio. The number of K-12 classroom 
teachers to all other persons employed by the school.
Student to Teacher Ratio. The number of students taught 
by the average classroom teacher.
Market Waca. Defined broadly, in terms of the salary 
price an individual with given opportunity costs, talent, 
and marketable skills can receive when he seeks employment, 
rather than narrowly as in the market wage for a given 
occupational title.
Professional. One who is engaged in a learned activity 
for personal gain by determining need and by supplying 
services to clients who are free to accept or reject the 
services of the professional, thus establishing the 
"professional” relationship.
Beginning Teacher. A teacher with a bachelors degree 
and no experience who is paid on step A-one of the teachers' 
salary scale.
Senior Teacher. A teacher with a masters degree and 
nine years of experience who is paid on step D-ten of the 
teachers' salary scale.
12
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Average Teacher Salary. Annual expenditures for 
persons paid on the certified salary schedule divided by the 
number of persons in this category. This average figure, 
however, is inflated by summer employment, extended day, 
extra duty coaching and other extra curricular activities.
Support Staff. All persons other than K-12 regular 
classroom teachers. All persons employed to support or 
supplement the activities of the regular classroom teacher, 
including, specialists, used to enhance instruction or to 
remove students with special needs from the classroom.
Administrative Employee. A person who Supervises the 
employees of the bureau, or who supports a supervisor.
Total Building Square Footage. Total size of all 
buildings owned by the school district.
Student Enrollment. APE. Number of students enrolled 
in the district's schools as measured by an Average Daily 
Enrollment.
Total Operating Budget. Total budget, less Deferred 
Appropriations and Bond Fund Capital Improvements.
Actual Expenditures. The true cost of the school's 
operation for a given year.
He. his, et cetera. Masculine pronouns were used in 
this study as a neutral gender because of the awkward 
construction of "he/she."
13
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The following terms and corresponding Budget 
Classification Codes were used to delineate the cost of the 
operating budget.
Deferred Appropriations. Moneys budgeted by the school 
district, pending an increase in enrollment, but not 
necessarily received. Nevada Department of Education Code 
000.
Administrative Costs. Salaries and office expenses for 
board members, and all central office personnel, including 
supervisors, administrators, attendance officers, 
consultants, dispatchers, foremen, and associated clerical 
personnel; and all building level administrators, deans, and 
clerical support personnel. Nevada Department of Education 
Code 100.
Instruction. Salaries for all teachers, including 
vocational and special education, and teacher aides, but 
excluding Auxiliary Support Personnel. The cost of all 
books and instructional supplies and equipment and other 
direct classroom expenses. Also included are the salary 
stipend costs for athletics and other extra curricular 
activities because these moneys are not delineated from 
teacher salaries in the budget. Nevada Department of 
Education Code 200. Function Code 1000.
Auxiliary Support Personnel. Librarians, Counselors, 
and other professionals who have daily student contact. 
Nevada Department of Education Code 300.
14
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Mechanical Support Services. All other personnel 
employed by the district in maintenance, transportation and 
custodial services, and all cost associated with these 
services except the cost of administration and supervision. 
(These costs are delineated below.) Nevada Department of 
Education Codes 400 to 600.
Transportation. The cost of student and staff
transportation services, excluding administrative 
costs. Nevada Department of Education Code 400.
Operations. Cost of building operation, including 
salaries, supplies and utilities, but not 
including the cost of administration for this 
service. Nevada Department of Education Code 500.
Maintenance. Cost of maintaining district buildings
and equipment, but not the cost of administration 
of this service. Nevada Department of Education 
Code 600.
Fixed Cost and Insurance. The cost of all district 
staff, real property, liability insurance programs, and 
other staff benefit programs. Nevada Department of 
Education Code 700.
Student Activities. The cost of all student athletic 
and extra curricular activities, except salary stipends 
which are not delineated in the budget documents. Such 
costs are classified as part of teacher salaries. Nevada 
Department of Education Code 340.
15
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Capital Improvements. Building and equipment costs 
other than bond payment expense. Nevada Department of 
Education Code 900.
Administrator Salary. Salaries paid to persons on the 
unified scale. Object 113.
Teacher Salary. Salaries paid to classroom teachers 
and quasi administrative personnel that are paid on the 
certified salary scale. Such salaries are inflated by 
summer employment, extended day, extra duty coaching and 
extra curricular activities. Budget Object 111.
Building Administration. All administrators, and 
administrative support personnel who work at a school. 
Budget Function 2400.
K-12 Teachers. All regular classroom teachers. Salary 
costs will include coaching and extra duty stipends. Budget 
Function 1000, used here as 1110.
Ancillary Teachers. Classroom teachers added to 
teacher personnel to staff for preparation periods. Budget 
Function 1000, used here as 1111.
Vocational Teachers. Teachers of Vocational Programs. 
Budget Function 1000, used here as 1330.
Special Education Teachers. Teachers of Special 
Education Programs. Budget Function 1200.
Total Teachers. All of the above teachers.
Total Support Staff. All personnel not assigned to a 
regular classroom as a classroom teacher.
16
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Total Special Education. Teachers, staff, supplies, 
and other direct costs. Budget Code 200.
Total Staff Fixed Cost. The cost of retirement 
programs, group health insurance, and other legally mandated 
social insurance programs. Nevada Department of Education 
Codes 720 to 730.
Miscellaneous Costs. All other school costs not 
included elsewhere will be considered as miscellaneous 
costs. Budget Program 990, Function 5000, and Object 900.
Purchasing Department. Cost of purchasing, 
warehousing, and delivering supplies and equipment, 
including the cost of administration, but not the cost of 
accounting services associated with purchasing services. 
Budget Functions 2517 to 2530.
Student Transportation. Cost of busing students, 
including the administrative cost associated with this 
service. Budget Function 2700.
Custodians and Gardeners. Salaries, supplies and 
equipment, and the cost of administration of the care of 
physical buildings and grounds. Nevada Department of 
Education Code 500.
Maintenance and Custodial Persons. Salaries of all 
persons assigned to operations and Maintenance Departments. 
Nevada Department of Education Budget Code 500 and 500.
Librarians. Number of, and salaries paid to these 
persons. Budget Function 2222.
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Athletics. Cost of supplies and transportation. 
Coaching stipends are not delineated in the budget 
documents. Budget Code 420.
Television. Total cost of Instructional Television, 
KLVX, Channel Ten, but excluding that portion of funds 
raised by the community. Budget Function 2224.
Travel and Mileage. Travel, the cost of out of 
district travel. Budget Object 581. Mileage, the cost of 
in district travel. Budget Object 582.
Office Supplies. Administrative office expense. (Also 
Included in total Administrative costs.) Budget Object 610, 
used here exclusively for office supplies.
Administration Supplies. Instructional Supplies 
assigned to a central office administrator. Budget Object 
610, used here as Object 611.
Instructional Supplies. Instructional Supplies 
assigned to school building principals and classroom 
teachers. Budget Object 610, used here as 612.
Transportation Supplies. Supplies assigned to 
Transportation Services. Budget Object 610, used here as 
Object 614.
Operations Supplies. Supplies assigned to custodial 
services. Budget Object 610, used here as Object 615.
Maintenance Supplies. Supplies assigned to district 
maintenance services. Budget Object 610, used here as 
Object 616.
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Books-Administration. Funds budgeted for books and 
periodicals to district wide administrators. Budget Object 
E40
Textbooks. Books used by students. Budget Object 540, 
used here as Object 641.
Library Books. Books used by students and classroom 
teachers to supplement textbooks, and for reading and 
research. Budget Object 640, used here as Object 642.
Total Supplies and Equipment. Total of all of the 
above and other supply categories not included in this 
analysis. Budget Objects 610, and Objects 730 to 734.
Federal Funds/Librarv Books. Federal funds used to 
purchase, books and audio visual materials to supplement but 
not to replace district library support. No budget codes 
listed because Federally funded programs, like enterprise 
activities and building programs are not included in the 
budget documents.
Procedures in Collecting Data
Budget reports developed by county superintendents and 
by the Clark County School District were analyzed for 
specific expenditures for services on a year-to-year basis, 
to identify spending trends. Any change from the official 
stated objectives of the school district was thus revealed. 
Year-to-year comparisons of school expenditures were 
possible because of a uniform coding system developed in the 
School Accounting Manual. For example, budget class 2410 is 
the number for library services. However, some distortion
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occurs in budget class 1000, Administration, and in budget 
class 2000, Instruction, because the majority of 
administrative costs are found in class 2000.
In an attempt to resolve some of the distortion 
problems, the Clark County School District in 1981 adopted 
Handbook 11-Revised.- which revised the budget coding system.
This updated system represents a major improvement over the 
previous method in that it is similar to business accounting 
practices, that is, instruction (production) costs are 
reported separately from administrative (office overhead) 
costs. However, it too has major failings. First it does 
not fully differentiate the costs for administrative support 
services. Secondly, the annual reports issued after 1981 no 
longer detail expenditures in any meaningful way. The 
present day annual reports to the Department of Taxation 
lump all costs into three categories. Instruction, 
Transportation, and Other. No attempt is made to separate 
personnel costs from equipment costs, rendering future 
studies of school district expenditure patterns from this 
source impossible (State of Nevada Department of Taxation, 
School District Proposed Budget, 1984).
Another problem arises when one attempts to compare 
costs from 1950 to 1985. Since the Handbook II-Revised and 
the School Accounting Manual classification numbers are not 
compatible, it is not possible to construct a cross 
reference to each system. Accordingly, both the CCSD and 
the Nevada State Department of Education have not attempted
20
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the task. But inasmuch as multi-year budget comparisons 
cannot be made without such cross-referencing, all budget 
documents have been reclassified for the purposes of this 
study using a modification of the coding system developed in 
Handbook II-Revised.
Data were expressed as a percentage of each budget 
category to the entire budget and in the percent of change 
which occurred from year to year. Costs were expressed 
first, in nominal dollars and then, in 1967 constant dollars 
and as a cost per student for each category in the budget. 
Data were also developed and expressed in staff ratios as 
teacher/student, teacher/support staff and administrative 
intensity or teacher/administrator ratios. These methods 
held growth and inflation constant and revealed if 
significant changes in the structure of public education 
occurred. A full explanation of the LOTUS 1-2-3 computer 
program used to analyze budget appears in Appendix B.
The great portion of the data base to support this 
research is found in the CCSD budget documents which detail 
proposed, not actual, expenditures. The budget documents 
are readily available and show district spending patterns in 
greater detail than any other public documents. Because 
this study is based on budget proposals, and not actual 
expenditures, the question of accuracy arises. However, 
annual budget studies developed by the Nevada State 
Education Association which compare proposed expenditures 
with actual expenditures, indicate that the district budget
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estimates are on the average within five percent or less of 
actual expenditures (NSEA, 1983). Assuming, that the budget 
to expenditure error rate is consistent throughout the years 
under study, the inferred reported changes in expenditures 
are accurate.
Another problem concerning accuracy of data occurs for 
the years 1953 to 1956. The data cited in the Reports of 
the Superintendent of Public Instruction and other documents 
is not always consistent. The data appears to have been 
collected and reported in highly idiosyncratic ways by the 
makers of the various reports. To further complicate the 
question, the public schools in Clark County operated at a 
deficit during this period. These factors necessitated some 
reconstruction of the earlier budget documents for the 
purpose of this study. After reconstruction, the "budgets" 
prepared for the data base for this study "balanced," and 
show growth patterns that are consistent with both earlier 
and later school documents.
The theoretical model for analysis of the data produced 
by this study was taken from William A. Niskanen's theory of 
supply by bureaus. Niskanen's theories, supported by Albert 
Breton, Armen A. Alchian, Ludwig Von Mises and others, were 
utilized to develop an understanding of, and insights into, 
the budget process in Clark County. Local authorities, such 
as George Kavina, were consulted - as well as current and 
former cabinet level Clark County School District 
Administrators to further explain specific CCSD policies and
22
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practices.
Organization of the Study
Chapter One includes a statement of the problem, and 
introduces the economic theory of supply by bureaus to 
clarify the problem. The problem is further defined by 
comments upon its significance, limitations, and the 
procedures used to establish the legitimacy of the study.
Chapter Two reviews the literature of school finance as 
it pertains to this study. This chapter also summarizes the 
philosophical assumptions of public education and examines 
the economic assumptions of bureaucratic organizations as 
explained by the theory of supply by bureaus.
Chapter Three examines Clark County public school 
expenditures from 1950 to 1985 from the perspective of the 
five subsidiary research questions that form the parameters 
of this research effort. Then, three additional procedures 
are utilized to further analyze the budget for change. The 
five research questions concern the School Board's 
objectives; changes in the instructional program; public 
financial support of public education; the impact of Federal 
and State law, as it influenced the distribution of funds 
within the budget; and fund reallocation within the school 
budget that reflects the district's view of the value of 
specific activities to support of the instruction of 
children.
The three additional procedures consider the 
redistribution of staff to reveal the relative importance
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the district attaches to various kinds of activities in 
support of the instructional program, and an analysis of the 
cost of education in Clark County in terms of cost per 
teacher. Finally, for comparative purposes, Chapter Three 
contains a brief analysis of the cost of a private parochial 
secondary school. The implications of each eight 
subsections of Chapter Three are also briefly examined.
Chapter Four is concerned with a possible economic 
interpretation of the budget data reported in this study to 
explain the perceived decline of public education and/or 
public dissatisfaction with its schools. This 
interpretation is more humane than a simple condemnation of 
students, parents, teachers, and administrators.
The purpose of this study was to document change in 
public school policy and structure as revealed by changes in 
budgets and spending patterns. The study reveals that 
significant change has occurred. While the limitations of 
historical research do not permit definitive conclusions, it 
is permissible to offer a model interpretation and allow the 
reader to judge its validity (Barzun and Graff, 1957 pp. 134 
- 136). Therefore, Chapter Four uses an observation made by 
Diane Ravitch in an effort to extend the development of this 
model. Diane Ravitch (1983) has suggested regarding the 
state of today's public schools:
To the extent that the pursuit of good ends 
jeopardized equally valuable ends, like academic 
freedom, institutional autonomy and diversity; to 
the extent that absorption by educators in 
bureaucratic procedures overshadowed the
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educational function of the schools; and to the 
extent that government programs gave new 
responsibilities to academic institutions while 
depriving them of the authority needed to carry out 
those responsibilities, there remained a compelling 
agenda for future educational reformers.
Then following Ravitch's suggestions: Has the authority
of classroom teachers, the school board, and parents been
preempted by the "new" structure of the schools? Are
today's schools still in the business of education? Has
Federal and State law inadvertently altered the structure of
the public school to the detriment of children and society
at large?
Finally, as this study was based, in part, on the 
economic assumption that expenditures follow objectives, the 
economic theory of supply by bureaus was explained in 
chapter two and was expanded in Chapter Four in an attempt 
to interpret the questions and data revealed by this study.
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Literature 
Primarv Historical Documents
This analysis of the cost of education in Clark County 
is based upon documentation found in the public record. For 
the years prior to consolidation, the Report of the Nevada 
Superintendent of Public Instruction details the expendi­
tures of the fourteen Clark County public school districts 
(NSDE, 1950-57). After consolidation of the local districts 
into one county-wide district in 1956, expenditure informa­
tion is recorded in the Annual Report to the State 
Department of Education (CCSD, 1956-80). Beginning in 1964, 
the Clark County School District began publishing a more 
detailed report of the budget. The Annual Budget Report 
(CCSD, 1964-80), in addition to the Annual Report of the 
State Department of Education.
In school year 1981-82 a new Federal budget classifica­
tion system, commonly called Handbook II-Revised (DHEM,
1973) was adopted by the CCSD. This system conforms to 
accounting principles which adhere "to most of the criteria 
used by a commercial enterprise in its accounting system" 
(DHEW, 1973, p. 2). Unlike the School Accounting Manual 
(NSDE, 1977) in use from 1957 to 1981, Handbook II-Revised 
attempts to separate all management and other overhead costs 
from the cost of direct instruction.
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The Economic and Political Assumptions of Bureaucracy
Bureaucratic organisations are formed to supply 
specific services that are assumed to be unavailable or in 
limited supply in the open market. Bureaus are, however, 
like all social systems, economic and political systems as 
well. While this study is concerned with documenting how 
the growth of bureaus forces a redistribution of public 
funds within the budget, some examination of the political 
base of this type of organization is necessary in order to 
clearly articulate the economic assumptions which support a 
bureaucracy.
The following sources were used to construct a model to 
explain the U.S. political and economic institutions of 
which bureaucracy and public schools are a part. Irving 
Kristol's Reflections of a Neoconservative. John Dunn's 
Western Political Theorv in the Face of the Future. David 
Spitz's The Real World of Liberalism, and a short monograph 
by B. Bruce-Briggs published in "The Public Interest," 
support the following analysis of the political and economic 
foundation of U.S. public schools.
The origin of modern political and economic theory lies 
in the Enlightenment. The Anglo-Scottish Enlightenment and 
the French Enlightenment produced two differing theories 
regarding the nature of man which nurtured both capitalist 
and socialist economic systems, and their supporting 
democratic and elitist political philosophies (Kristol,
1983, p. 141). One distinct value system emphasized the
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importance of the individual over the importance of the 
state or society itself. This faith in the ability of each 
man to choose for himself proceeds from a belief in the 
soundness of human nature and a deep suspicion of the power 
of the state. The Anglo-Scottish Enlightenment looked to 
the collective decisions of individuals for both political 
and economic wisdom. It foretold the slow and gradual 
improvement in material wealth and a degree of individual 
liberty in the U.S. that is without precedent in the history 
of the world. Accordingly, as Kristol <1983, p. 143), has 
stated, "each individual bears his share of responsibility 
for a successful outcome (of both his own and his 
community's aspirations), rather than salvation being 
provided from above by a ruling party or class." This faith 
in the ability of the individual to maximize his self 
interest gave birth to capitalism, the American Revolution, 
the U.S. Constitution, and the U.S. public school system.
French Enlightenment produced an opposing set of 
values. This movement, proceeding from the assumption that 
man had been corrupted by his society, sought the "universal 
regeneration of mankind" through a romantic vision of a new 
political community controlled by "correct" leaders (Spitz 
1982, p. 9). The French Enlightenment distrusted the wisdom 
of the masses (who had been corrupted by civilization), and 
sought to change human nature through the coercive power of 
the state (Kristol, 1983, p.144). In economic terms, this 
movement developed into socialism and communism. In
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political terms, the French Enlightenment led to, in its 
benign form, a republic, (with restricted suffrage and led 
by the "right" leaders), and to, in its malevolent form, 
either left or right wing totalitarian dictatorships. To 
add to the confusion, such modern day dictatorships claim 
leadership in the name of the people, and rule for the 
"good" of the people (Dunn, 1979, p. 1). As Dunn has 
suggested, "Me are all democrats today."
The operating system for both socialism and 
paternalistic government is a bureaucracy. Bureaucracies 
therefore are, to the degree that they are unable to provide 
economic incentives and to respond to the demands of their 
clients, mismatched with the traditions of the 
Anglo-Scottish Enlightenment as expressed by capitalism and 
democracy (Kristol, 1983, p.122).
In the United States, there is a fundamental division 
between two views of what America is and ought to be that 
are based upon assumptions drawn from the French and 
Anglo-Scottish Enlightenment regarding the nature of man. 
This division exists even though both views are essentially 
democratic and progressive in the sense of an expressed 
concern with the future. One view represents the people who 
see an ideal society as just, reasonable, and democratic; 
yet demand a strong central government controlled by 
competent experts where lines of authority and legal 
responsibility are clearly drawn, and where decisions are 
made rationally and correctly by an intelligent elite for
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the entire nation (Bruce-Briggs, 1376, p. 51). This group 
supports a large bureaucratic system in both public and 
private enterprises which establishes and enforces a system 
of regulations and policies that ensure equal and fair 
treatment for all. This view is drawn from the gnostic 
idealists of the French Enlightenment who believed a perfect 
society could be created through central planning, if the 
state could be led by the "right men" following "correct" 
policies (Kristol, 1983, p. 321). The problem with this 
philosophical position is that it allows little room for the 
individuality of most citizens, the personal sense of 
responsibility for one's actions that freedom entails,'and 
that it ignores the reality of economic motivation.
The second interpretation of democracy in the United 
States is represented by a group of people who wish to take 
care of themselves with no interference from the state or 
from private monopolies. They cling to America's early 
traditions where personal freedom and liberty were more 
important than governmental protection (Bruce-Briggs, 1976, 
p. 62). This view is based upon a belief in the ability of 
the average man to solve his own problems and to care for 
his own. The political attitude of these people comes from 
a liberal faith in the fundamental soundness of human nature 
that was first articulated in the Anglo-Scottish 
Enlightenment. In order to maintain personal liberty, they 
are willing to grant the same freedom to their fellowmen. In 
economics, this view recognizes that man tends to maximize
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his own self interest; in political terms this view holds 
that government must be limited in order to maintain the 
highest degree of personal liberty for all men. By 
definition, then, they are capitalists and democrats who 
wish to expand political and economic liberty by restricting 
the economic and political power of both government and 
large corporations.
Literature
Kristol (1983), details the development of the 
Enlightenment and the differences between the Anglo- 
Scottish, and French approaches to improving the lot of 
mankind. To Locke, Ferguson, and Smith the social problems 
that beset the world were the creation of established 
governmental and religious institutions, not human nature. 
Improvement of social conditions, then, was a matter of 
reducing the influence of government and the church in the 
political and economic lives of men, because man was capable 
of choosing, and controling his own destiny.
The intellectual leaders of the French Enlightenment 
also believed that while man was basically "good," he had 
been corrupted by an evil society. Reform then had to begin 
with radical changes in the social environment, led of 
course, by the "right" leaders who would follow "correct" 
social principles. Once the social environment had been 
transformed, by force if necessary, human nature could be 
reformed. Economically, the French Enlightenment laid the 
foundation for socialism and communism. Politically, it
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established a rationale for radical left and right wing 
totalitarian governments that force man to conform to the 
government's standards. The operating system of such 
political and economic institutions is, of course, a 
bureaucracy which requires the managers and employees of 
government to follow regulations and policies to the letter, 
lest human error corrupt the gnostic designs of the State.
John Dunn (1979), analyzes the development and 
contemporary meaning of such concepts as Democracy, 
Liberalism, Nationalism and Revolution. He questions 
whether or not these values make sense in today's world.
Dunn takes note of the fact that the lexicon of democracy 
has become the political language of the world, in that 
political leaders from the most violently reactionary to the 
most idealistic, all claim to serve in the name of the 
people. He sees the word, "liberal" as becoming isolated 
from the real world of political action so that it may 
become a meaningless term. Thus, even those who believe 
their fellow man to be incapable of making rational choices, 
or in economic terms, of maximizing their utility, claim the 
title, "liberal democrat".
David Spitz (1982) insists that liberalism is alive and 
well as a guiding concept for man. He defines liberalism as 
the ... "best answer to the political problem of how, and on 
what terms, men who hold conflicting political ideas and 
pursue diverse interests can live together without 
slaughtering one another." Liberalism stems from a
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fundamental faith in the human race, a belief, that man can 
make both political and economic decisions for himself 
without the guidance of an elite oligarchy.
B. Bruce-Briggs (1976) has written a short article for 
"The Public Interest," on the issue of gun control in the 
United States. In this article he clearly defines the 
political thought of two groups in the U.S.; the "liberals," 
in the tradition of the liberty of the Anglo-Scottish 
Enlightenment, who, because of their faith in themselves and 
their fellow man, wish to live without the interference or 
guidance of the state, and the "conservatives," influenced 
by French Enlightenment, who wish to be led by an 
intelligent elite. However, perhaps Dunn's suggestion that 
political terms are becoming imprecise is valid, for today's 
"liberals" and "conservatives" appear to have traded 
garments.
The Development of a Theorv of Supply by Bureaus
The literature of man's social organization lies almost 
exclusively within the academic field of sociology.
(Niskanen, 1971, p. 5). To the sociologist, the bureau 
represents a necessary and highly efficient form of 
organization, because sociology proceeds from the 
"collectivist" assumption (in the tradition of the French 
Enlightenment) that man can be studied in aggregate groups, 
and that behavior can be stated in group norms (Niskanen, 
1971, p. 5). Max Weber, the German sociologist, coined the 
term "bureaucracy," to describe the ideal operation of a
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public or private agency in his society. Bureaus, according 
to Weber, manifest the following characteristics;
1. Bureaucratic managers... "are appointed, retained, 
and promoted primarily on the basis of expected 
role performances within the bureau (rather than 
by election or on the basis of a priori 
characteristics..." (such as profit earned, or 
production standards).
2. "Bureaus are managed by hierarchically structured 
authority relations between superior and 
subordinates, with the rights and duties of the 
subordinate prescribed in written regulations."
3. "Office and incumbent are strictly separated. 
Superiors do not own their position or the means 
of production. The subordinate is subject to the 
authority of the bureau only in his role as an 
employee" (Niskanen, 1971, p. 21).
Note that Weber's emphasis is upon structure, obedience 
and role performance, not upon production, client satisfac­
tion, or economic efficiency. Blau observes in Weber's 
description of a bureaucracy, an emphasis upon fixed duties, 
the lack of personal commitment to outcomes, and an assumed 
machine like performance by the bureaucrat.
Blau quotes Weber:
1. "The regular activities required for the purposes 
of the bureaucratically governed structure are 
distributed in a fixed way as official duties."
2. "The ideal official conducts his office...(in) a 
spirit of formalistic impersonality,... without 
hatred or passion, and without affection or 
enthusiasm."
3. "Experience tends universally to show that the 
purely bureaucratic type of administration... 
is from a technical point of view, capable of 
attaining the highest degree of efficiency."
"The fully developed bureaucratic mechanism 
compares with other organizations exactly as 
does a machine with non-mechanical modes of 
production" (Blau, 1971, p.18-21)
Weber assumed that people working for the state 
would wholly dedicate their lives to the interest of the
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State and to society at large because, he believed, the 
state possessed wisdom superior to that possessed by single 
individual citizens. Therefore, because Weber did not 
consider the actions of men as individuals, bureaus, in 
practice, often do not perform as envisioned (Cohen, 1965 p. 
9). The question then becomes, not why do bureaus fail, but 
from what philosophical premise does the concept of 
bureaucracy originate? William A. Niskanen answers:
"I suspect, our ...confusion about bureaucracy 
derives from the absence of a theory of bureaus that 
is consistent with an instrumental concept of the 
state, that is,...a state which is only an instrument 
of the preferences of its constituents. Most of the 
literature on bureaucracy from Confucius to Weber, 
proceeds from an organic concept of the state, that 
is...where preferences of individuals are subordinate ' 
to...the state. Starting from (this) premise the 
literature does not recognize the relevance of the 
personal preferences of (people)... In a fundamental ' 
sense, our confusion derives from a failure to bring . 
bureaucracy to terms with representative government 
and free labor markets."(Niskanen, 1971, pp 4-5).
Niskanen's point, that bureaucracies stand in conflict
with representative government and free enterprises is well»
taken. Bureaucracies are not simply benign administrative
agencies seeking the public good, but are in reality
nondemocratic political structures, and the operating system
for "managerial socialism." Bureaucracies are not
compatible with economic and political systems that are
organized upon a premise of individual competence and free
choice (Kristol, 1983, p. 120). This incompatibility with
basic American institutions, and the lack of respect for
human nature upon which bureaucratic philosophy is based,
accounts for the low esteem in which bureaucrats are held in
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American society. In this vein, Webster's Third 
International Dictionary defines a bureaucracy in part,
..."as an administrative system marked by a lack of 
initiative and flexibility, by indifference to human needs 
or public opinion, and a tendency to defer decisions to 
superiors or to impede action..."
When expressed in economic terms, bureaucracies fail 
because man is a "maximizer" and a "chooser," not just a 
machine-like role player in a larger social drama (Niskanen 
1971 p. 5). Futhermore, bureaucracies proceed from the 
assumption that the bureau should lead the people and need 
not respond to a market demand for individual choice or 
personal service. The bureaucrat, independent of the 
necessity to efficiently maximize profit by meeting the 
needs cf his client/customers, will choose to maximize his 
own interest, that is, the prerequisites of his office, and 
promotion within the system (Alchian 1967, p. 180).
In his book. Bureaucracy and Representative Government. 
William A. Niskanen compares the behavior of a bureau with 
that of other forms of organization facing similar 
conditions and defines the performance of an organization in 
terms of its ability to produce an economic good that is 
desired by the clients of the organization and by the 
community as a whole (Niskanen, 1971, p. v). Niskanen 
concludes that the existence of nondemocratic, 
noncompetitive bureaucratic organizations, in control of 
public services, is contrary to our political and economic
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interest because this type of organization fails to produce 
expected results (Niskanen, 1971, p. 227). He recommends 
competitive and economic incentives to reform bureaucratic 
organizations. Such reforms, he believes, would stop their 
rapid growth, and encourage public agencies to use the self 
interest that exists in all men and women to serve the 
public interest. In order to explain the failure of 
bureaucratic systems, Niskanen has begun to develop a theory 
of supply by bureaus. Niskanen organizes his theory around 
three points, (1) Distinguishing Characteristics of Bureaus; 
(2) Bureaus and their Environment; and <3) the Bureaucrats 
Maximand. Since publication of his book, the theory of 
supply by bureaus has been expanded by Albert Breton, Ronald 
Wintrobe and others. The following, supported by other 
authors, is an approximation of this theory.
Distinguishing Characteristics of a Bureau
Bureaus are organized to supply services that are 
assumed to be either unavailable or in limited supply in a 
free market (Cohen, 1965, p. 13). Therefore, the major 
portion of the bureau's budget is not directly or indirectly 
evaluated in any markets external to the organization by 
means of a voluntary quid pro quo transaction (Downs, 1967, 
p. 24-32). Further, a bureau has no discernable profit 
center and may be found in both public and private sectors 
of the economy (Niskanen, 1971, p. 19). The populations 
served by the bureau have no direct method, in a market 
sense, of revealing their needs or demands for service to
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the bureau. The bureau therefore, looks to its sponsor for 
an interpretation of client service needs (Niskanen, 1971, 
p. 27). Further, Eugenia Toma (1983, p. 106) has defined a 
bureau as "a non-profit agency which provides a package of 
output, its rules and regulations, in exchange for a budget 
from" its sponsor. But as the sponsor does not have the 
ability to truly know the needs of the bureau's clients, in 
a true market sense, the sponsor can only approximate the 
client's needs as a group and almost never as individuals. 
Therefore to be "fair," clients, in groups, are treated 
alike. The bureaucrat's appointed function then, is to 
enforce his sponsor's policies and not to provide a service 
to individual clients.
Bureaus and Their Environment
There are three major elements or groups that influence 
a bureau's environment, the bureau's sponsor, the suppliers 
of labor and material used by the bureau, and the bureau's 
clients. A bureau exists in a bilateral monopoly with its 
sponsor, each dependent upon the other. The sponsor depends 
upon the bureau for information and for the desired output 
of the bureau. The bureau, as a monopoly supplier of a 
service for the sponsor, negotiates for a budget in exchange 
for services provided, as opposed to market conditions where 
units of output are exchanged for a price (Niskanen, 1971, 
p. 414). Therefore, the bureau may, in what Downs has 
termed entropy or "control loss," elect to withhold or to 
obscure information from the sponsor, in order to inflate
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the cost of the bureau's proposed output (Niskanen, 1971, p. 
24-29). With the proceeds from a larger budget in hand, the 
bureaucrat then may continue to maximize his interests in a 
more lavish manner. The sponsor may, in turn, withhold part 
of the budget (to be used for another purpose, as it cannot 
be returned to the taxpayers) or create a redundant agency, 
within the bureau, to act as a monitor to supply information 
to the sponsor (Breton, 1974, p. ix). In either event, the 
cost of the bureau will be increased.
Niskanen (1971 p. 22) defines the term "bureaucrat" ... 
as the senior official of any bureau (or major component of 
a bureau) with a separate identifiable budget. Therefore, 
bureaucrats are managers of agencies and do not supply 
direct services to the clients of the bureau. The "work" of 
the bureau is performed by employees who have no voice in 
the bureaus operation (Breton, 1974, p. 19).
As bureaus are often monopsony buyers of many 
categories of labor and materials (Alchian, 1967. p. 468), 
the bureau's officers can often establish prices outside the 
market. For example, wages paid to infantry officers, first 
term soldiers, nurses, and teachers are set below market 
levels (Niskanen, 1971, p. 31). The sellers of services to 
bureaucratic organizations have little choice but to accept 
the price offered, or to leave the field as soon as 
possible. (For example, teachers leave education at a rate 
that is three times higher than the national average for 
career turnover (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 1972),
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and, in a recent Clark County Classroom Teachers Association 
(1984) survey, seventy five percent of practicing teachers 
stated that they would not choose to work in this field 
again). Given the rigid salary schedules commonly found in 
bureaucratic public school organizations, teachers are not 
allowed to individually negotiate their placement on the 
salary schedule, and are heavily penalized if they choose to 
seek employment with a different school system. Bureaucratic 
policy mandates placement on the salary schedule (See 
Appendix C). Moreover, it must be noted here that as 
service evaluations are not based upon output or client 
satisfaction, individual teachers and their unions prefer 
the salary schedule to administrative fiat. Consequently, 
bureaucratic service occupations can only pay lip service to 
"professionalism" and suffer higher turnover rates than 
other occupations.
Bureaus cannot be organized to operate in an efficient 
"business like" manner, even when a successful businessman 
is employed as the chief executive officer of the 
organization, because bureaus are significantly different 
from "market" organizations. Moreover, since the 
bureaucratic manager cannot read the market, in other words, 
he has no way of directly measuring his clients needs or 
satisfaction, he has no reliable method of judging the 
output of the bureau or it's employees. Therefore service 
evaluations for both the bureaucrat and the bureau's 
employees are made on a subjective basis often related to
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policy compliance or the bureau's network system (Breton, 
1982, p. 2). Employees then may work to become part of a 
bureaucrat's network in order to survive. A bureaucratic 
environment then is vastly different from a market 
environment where performance and value can be measured.
The clients of a bureau are often arbitrarily grouped 
into service categories to suit the needs of the bureau 
(Niskanen, 1971 p. 35). These assignments are made without 
regard to desires or needs of the clients who are assumed to 
be incapable of making correct choices. (For example, in 
public education, attendance zones, ability classifications, 
class assignments, school hours, and curriculum content 
decisions are often made by the school's bureaucracy.) This 
disregard for the concerns of the bureau's clients accounts 
not only for inefficiency but for much of the public 
dissatisfaction with bureaus in general.
The Bureaucrat's Maximand
If man in the market place can be expected to maximize 
his own utility, to make choices in order of his own 
preferences, what does the bureaucrat maximize? Max Weber 
assumed the bureaucrat would maximize the interest of his 
prince (Niskanen, 1971, p. 6), and Northcote Parkinson 
(Parkinson, 1957, p. 4), predicted the bureaucrat would seek 
to increase the size of his bureau. The theory of supply by 
bureaus, however, predicts that the manager of a bureau will 
seek to increase the size of his budget in order to maximize 
his personal utility function, i.e. his salary, the
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prerequisites of his office, his public reputation, the ease 
of managing the bureau, patronage (to establish networks of 
loyal subordinates and peers,) or perhaps the output of the 
bureau itself (Niskanen, 1971, p. 36-38). The bureaucrat 
will maximize his utility by increasing the size of his 
budget until the bureau's sponsors or the public impose 
constraints upon the bureau (Niskanen, 1971, p. 9). As 
output of a bureau cannot be measured in real market terms, 
funding levels to support the bureau's budget are not 
related to the level of service demanded by the bureau's 
clients, by the client's ability or willingness to pay for 
the service (to be taxed), or even by the budget proposed by 
the bureaucracy. Funding levels for public budgets are the 
results of legislative bargaining, trade offs, and political 
game playing (Thomas, 1980, p. 251). Consequently, taxes 
will rise until public dissatisfaction with the level of 
service (output) from the bureau, at the given cost for 
those services in taxes, exceeds public acceptance of the 
cost and level of service from the bureau. At this time the 
public will begin to withhold tax revenue regardless of 
perceived need for the service output of the bureau 
(Nanniski, 1981, p. 97-115). Taxes can be withheld by 
voting for lower tax rates, lobbying legislatures to cut or 
at least not raise taxes, and by simply avoiding a tax by 
legal or illegal means. A bureaucrat can maximize his 
personal utility subject to the constraint that the 
taxpaying public does not rebel and that the budget must be
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equal to or greater than the minimum total cost of supplying 
the minimum output expected by the bureau's sponsor 
Niskanen, 1971, p. 24). But as Wanniski (1981, p. 97-115) 
has noted, an ambitious, short-term bureaucrat can obtain a 
larger budget during his tenure by promising more then he 
can deliver. He then can advance in occupational stature by 
obtaining a promotion to another bureau before the full 
effects of his proposals and programs can become known.
Harry Cohen's work (1965) The Politics of Bureaucracy 
surveys the inter workings of a single bureau, a state 
employment agency, to explain the paradox between the 
expected behavior of a bureau and the results of 
bureaucratic action. He noted that the observed output of 
the bureau often differed radically from the stated 
objectives of the agency. Cohen believes that bureaucrats 
are not the selfless public servants envisioned by Weber, 
but rather are human beings who often meet their own needs 
first. This human trait, that makes free enterprise and 
democratic forms of government possible, condemns 
socialistic or bureaucratic systems to less than optimal 
performance. Therefore, Cohen concludes because all men 
tend to maximize their utility, decisions made by 
bureaucrats and their sponsors have little positive, direct 
influence on the output of the bureau (Alchian, 1967, p.
486). This point is also supported by Thomas (1980), who 
concluded that bureaucratic inertia, and the inability of 
the bureaus sponsor to fully communicate with the market.
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prevent policy decisions that can greatly influence the 
bureau's performance.
Albert Breton's book, The Economic Theory of 
Representative Government, continues this theme (Breton 
1973, p. xii). Breton contends that when considering 
governmental and private social service agencies, private 
citizens, elected government officials and bureaucrats 
maximize utility differently according to divergent personal 
interests. Private citizens "maximize a utility function 
defined in terms of the level of service" that is available 
from government and private sources. Elected officials 
prefer to behave in ways which would improve the probability 
of reelection. Finally, bureaucrats maximize utility in 
terms of the size of their budget (Breton, 1973, p. 16). 
Breton recognized, with Niskanen, that the bureaucrat will 
seek to increase the prerequisites of his office, and that 
it is in his best interest to satisfy his sponsor and the 
members of his network, but not necessarily the interests of 
the clients of the bureau. The bureaucrat in maximizing his 
utility will tend to emphasize the benefits of any given 
program and to underestimate its cost. He will support 
elaborate machinery and systems to solve problems and will 
systematically redefine the objectives of any program that 
seems to be failing. Because the bureaucrat is not 
concerned with maximizing profits he can evaluate the 
effectiveness of an activity with any given set of 
after-the-fact criteria (Breton, 1973, p. 163).
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Eight years later, Breton, writing with Ronald 
Wintrobe, continued to examine the importance of networks 
within the bureaucratic organization (Breton, 1961, p. 2). 
They theorized that the existence of networks and trust 
among peers, subordinates, and superiors forms the glue that 
holds the bureaucracy together. Since the organization has 
no measurable objectives, that is, bottom line profits, the 
networking system allows the bureaucracy to function. If 
the chief executive officer of a bureaucracy attempted to 
ignore the subordinate staff relationships that exist in a 
bureaucracy and force a radical change (even one for the 
better) his subordinate bureaucratic managers would, in 
maximizing their own interests, simply not allow the change 
to occur (Breton, 1981, p. 6). Through a process of 
positive and negative entropy, (or control loss) the
C.E.O.'s intentions would be lost in the shuffle (Breton, 
1981, p. 68). Breton and Wintrobe predicted that the future 
of a bureaucratic organization is to expand in size, as the 
bureaucratic networks expand, while the service output of 
the organization declines. As the agency declines, 
bureaucrats will attempt to bring more loyal network 
employees into management positions in order to repay 
loyalty, and to preserve the network. The authors quote 
Milton Friedman, here, who cites the rapid growth of a 
bureaucracy as evidence of the bureau's state of decline. 
Friedman also notes that "Useless work drives out useful 
work in a bureaucracy" (Breton, 1981, p. 53). In this vein.
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Breton and Wintrobe take note of Max Gammon's's observation; 
"In a bureaucratic system,,.increases in expenditure will be 
matched by a fall in production...Such systems will act 
rather like black holes in the economic universe, 
simultaneously sucking in resources and shrinking in terms 
of emitted production" (Breton, 1981, p. 26). When 
discussing economic principles and public education, Alchian 
raises interesting questions about the efficiency of public 
schools, but concludes that such questions "were too 
embarrassing for us to answer" (Alchian, 1967, p. 796).
Deena Weinstein's Bureaucratic Opposition; Challenging 
Abuses at the Workplace (1979) catalogs the lack of 
structure in a bureaucracy to permit the organization to 
openly deal with deception, abuse of power, and other 
bureaucratic political methods that are at odds with the 
larger political system in the United States. Blau (1971), 
analyzes bureaucracy from a sociological perspective. He 
notes that sociologists, because of their approach to human 
beings in groups rather than man as an individual, consider 
the bureaucracy to be a rational approach to human 
organization. Mises (1962), and Downs (1967), consider the 
bureau and conclude, while this system is wasteful and 
inefficient, little can be done to remedy the situation 
except to limit the size of government itself. Wanniski 
(1981), develops a theory of taxation, as applied to the 
acceptance by the public of a tax to supply a public 
service, and concludes that if the tax is too high, in
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relation to the public good purchased by the tax, the public 
will reject the tax, and the public good, regardless of the 
perceived need for the service (Wanniski, 1981, p. 89). 
Buchanan, writing in the introduction of Gordon Tullock's 
book The Politics of Bureauciacv (1965), tells iic^ not to 
have a "naive faith in the benevolence of governmental 
bureaucracy" (Tullock, 1965, p. 8). Tullock himself writes 
that we are breaking with the tradition of modeling 
bureaucracies (public or private) as pure systems of 
authority and as pure voluntary associations such as (the 
administrative) teams (Tullock, 1965, p. 23).
Secondary Sources
The literature of school finance has not yet begun to 
deal with the difficulty of studying education from an 
economic perspective. To date, the literature focuses upon 
income to the schools. Tax rates, tax equalization 
formulas, and compensatory educational funding, have also 
been studied in great detail. However, some authors are 
beginning to discuss school finance problems that lead to 
wider questions about the school bureaucracy in general. 
Geske (1979) discusses the trend in public finance that 
limits public spending - whatever the cost to social 
institutions. He notes that while school enrollments and 
school quality are declining, school costs (but not teachers 
salaries) continue to rise. Citizens and policy makers are 
questioning the school product and the efficiency of the use 
of school resources. Thomas (1980) notes that the
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literature of school finance fails to define "equality," 
"equity," and "efficiency" in any rigorous way. Yet before 
tax rates and school support can be equalized" or schools 
can operate in an "efficient" manner, such terms must be 
defined. As columnist George F. Will (1983) has suggested, 
"Classifications should classify; they should include and 
exclude in ways that facilitate understanding." The debate 
centers around tax equalization with school efficiency as 
only a minor theme. However, it must be noted that it is in 
the interest of the school bureaus to seek new sources of 
revenue and remain silent on the precise meaning of words 
such as "efficiency." Commenting on this problem, Thomas 
(1980) calls our attention to the studies that indicate that 
the decisions of school district officials (the bureaucracy) 
have relatively little influence on the learning of 
individual students in homes and classrooms and therefore 
school administrators have little natural interest in 
efficient schools. This is not a condemnation of school 
managers. Economic analysis by Niskanen (1971), Breton 
(1983), and others suggest the problem may lie in the 
organizational structure of the schools and not in 
individual public school employees.
O'Toole offers a clear insight into the problem of 
seeking greater efficient use of school resources. He 
discusses research in the social sciences, and the 
difficulty of conducting research into the inner sanctums of 
one's own organization (O'Toole, 1971). A s  a result, most
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internal studies that are less than praiseworthy never see 
the light of day. The researcher who conducts critical 
research into his own organization is considered disloyal, 
because as Weinstein (1979) has noted, bureaus lack the 
structure to deal openly with criticism. Alchian, (1957) 
when commenting on the prospect of honestly studying one's 
own bureau, notes that the researcher should do so only if 
he has no plans to stay in that profession.
Literature on Financing Education in Nevada
Kavina describes the taxation system in Nevada and 
explains how public resources are made available to public 
education in Nevada on an equal basis for each student 
(Kavina, 1984, pp 5-3, 5-6). State aid to education is 
adjusted for local resources, transportation requirements 
and other local conditions. How resources are used by the 
local districts to deliver education is not discussed. 
Seville (1977), writing with Kavina, has written a 
historical overview of public education in Nevada. The 
chapter on school finance, "Our Schools - the State's 
Biggest Business," discusses Nevada's effort to provide 
equal educational support for all Nevada students, but does 
not delve into how educational funds are distributed within 
a school budget.
By far the most complete and scholarly works on the 
history of school finance in Nevada and the process of 
consolidating the public schools in Clark County are R. 
Guild Gray's masters thesis and doctoral dissertations.
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Gray's masters thesis, completed in 1948, is entitled 
A History of Public School Finance In Nevada; 1861 - 1948. 
Like other histories of school finance, Gray's work deals 
only with the source of school revenues and various taxation 
plans to support public education. It does not delve into 
how public moneys were used to deliver educational services. 
However, to its credit, Gray's history in describing the 
economic base to support school taxes, presents an excellent 
economic history of the State of Nevada.
The Organization of a County School District; A Case 
Study of a Process of a District Consolidation and 
Administrative Reorganization (1958), Gray's doctoral 
dissertation, is a step by step rendition of the political 
process undertaken to consolidate the public schools in 
Clark County. In this study. Gray records invaluable 
information regarding the financial condition of the schools 
just prior to reorganization, and the public's expectations 
for their schools. His descriptions of school board policy 
to implement the people's demand for public schools, 
contains a unique record of the public attitude and an 
insight into the purposes of American education.
Three recent reports on Nevada public education have 
been issued for consideration by the 1985 session of the 
Nevada State Legislature. They were. Governor Bryan's 
Educating Nevada's Youth, Senator Ryan's Proposals for 
Attaining Excellence in Nevada Education, and the Clark 
County School District's Basics and Beyond. While the
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reports offered suggestions for improving the public 
schools, all three seemed to proceed from the assumption 
that education must be delivered by a bureaucratic 
organization. Although the Nevada studies differed in scope 
and emphasis, all called for increasing academic standards, 
improving the level of financial support for the schools, 
and raising teacher qualifications, but either did not 
recognize that the organizational structure of the schools 
had changed or choose not to address the question of the 
impact of organizational change upon the quality of public 
education.
A Sample of the Literature on School Finance and 
Equalization of Resources
The literature on school finance is replete with 
references about the acquisition of tax resources to finance 
public education. An ERIC computer search utilizing the 
descriptors PUBLIC SCHOOLS, and EDUCATIONAL HISTORY, and 
EDUCATIONAL FINANCE, and FINANCE REFORM yielded one 
citation. All of these topics were discussed at Pittsburgh 
University, in 1978 at the proceedings of the Fourth Annual 
Colloquium of the Council of Graduate Students in Education; 
Crisis. Challenge, and Chance; Perspectives in Education. 
However, none of the papers presented discussed changes 
within school budgets. A second search using the 
descriptors, PUBLIC SCHOOLS, and EDUCATIONAL FINANCE, and 
FINANCE REFORM netted twenty three entries. Nine, dealt 
with tax reform; seven with local school taxes; and the
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others concerned school finance in general including tax 
equalization. The ERIC search yielded no studies pertinent 
to the subject, school budget reallocation.
A search of the Cumulative Book Index for the years 
1950 to 1983 produced no entries on the allocation of funds 
within a school budget. Education Index for the years 1950 
to 1983 also cited no pertinent data. All of the books and 
monographs cited were concerned with the acquisition of 
funds by public education. However, since this study is 
primarily concerned with the history of the use of tax 
dollars once in control of the school districts, the 
literature of acquisition is only of passing interest.
Eight studies are mentioned here to illustrate the 
scope of public school finance studies. Hickrod (1983), 
writing for the Journal of Education Finance states that 
there is a constant clash of values: Equity collides with
adequacy, efficiency, meellng individual needs, maintaining 
local control, tax relief, and increasing public choice. 
Gurwitz (1980), notes quality schools improve property 
values and increased property values improve the school's 
ability to provide superior service. (The reverse of this 
spiral is also true.) This improvement in property value is 
termed "recapitalization." He concludes that a study should 
be done on the effects of recapitalization brought about by 
state mandated tax reform. Chambers (1981), addresses the 
idea of a "Cost of Education Index" to promote equality of 
opportunity between urban, rural, and remote school
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districts. Berne and Stiofel (1979), call equal tax rates 
"ambiguous." They propose a "District Power Equalization" 
(PDE) system where equal effort, plus state aid, will create 
equal spending power, or "horizontal equality." Goertz, 
Moskowitz, and Siskin (1978), writing in a booklet titled 
Plain Talk About School Finance, discuss elements of a 
finance system, tax system, and Federal aid. They cite six 
separate plans for equalizing tax rates, and conclude that 
future intrastate school finance equalization will continue 
to stimulate national debate for years to come. Three 
recent doctoral dissertations have been presented on school 
finance-tax rate problems. Sambs (1979), developed a 
multi-variate analysis of student costs in Colorado school 
districts. Will (1980), studying expenditures and tax 
policies in North Carolina, concluded that a voucher system 
would not be accepted in his state due to public animosity 
toward private church schools. Watson (1982), hypothesized 
that no relationship exists between enrollment size and 
educational expenditures when variables influencing cost are 
controlled. He concluded that Kansas must equalize its tax 
rates and that student achievement cannot be compared 
district by district due to inconsistent testing standards.
The eight cited monographs and studies are 
representative of the current literature in school finance, 
which is primarily concerned with the source of school 
revenue and tax equalization formulas. It is regretable 
that the review of school finance literature to date, has
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revealed little interest in how local school districts 
manage their money (Thomas, 1980). How resources are used 
is as important as the level of resources available. An 
examination of the change in resource allocation within a 
school budget should be historically significant to the 
study of school finance.
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CHAPTER 3 
The Research
The research to support this paper is centered around
five questions outlined in Chapter One. Chapter Three will
consider each question.
School Board Objectives
Have the goals and objectives of the Clark County 
public schools, as expressed by the school board's 
Statement of Educational Principles, changed during 
the study period? Are these changes, if any, 
reflected by corresponding changes in the expenditure 
patterns in the school's budget documents?
The goals and objectives of the Clark County public 
schools as expressed by the elected boards of school 
trustees have been, in the main, consistent with the Seven 
Cardinal Principles. These principles, cited below, were 
thought to embody the essence of a public school education 
in the United States.
1. Worthy home membership
2. Health
3. Command of fundamental processes
4. Worthy use of leisure time
5. Vocational education
6. Citizenship
7. Ethical character
First articulated by the National Education Association 
in 1918, the Seven Cardinal Principles have been restated 
numerous times in the last sixty years. In 1938, the NEA 
restated the principles as the "Four Groups of Objectives," 
and again in 1952, as the "Ten Imperative Needs." In 1960, 
The University of Chicago Midwest Administration Center
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reiterated the thought as "Four Dimensions of the Task of 
the Schools," and in 1966, the American Association of 
School Administrators stated nine "Imperatives in 
Education," which again paralleled the original NEA 
statement (Knezevich, 1369 p. 6-7).
Walter D. Johnson, Superintendent of the Las Vegas 
Union High School District (1948 - 1953) can not recall that 
the school board had a specific written set of objectives, 
but he believes the board, in general, accepted the Seven 
Cardinal Principles (Johnson interview 1985). R. Guild 
Gray, the Superintendent who succeeded Mr. Johnson in 1953, 
states that the objectives of the Las Vegas Union High 
School District were accepted by the newly formed Clark 
County Board of Education without "any appreciable change in 
the thought." Gray, in his doctoral dissertation, cites the 
revised statement, as approved by the school trustees on 
January 20, 1957 (Gray 1958, p.159 - 161). Quoting from 
Gray;
PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION 
The skills of self-government cannot be inherited —  
they must be taught anew to each generation. We must 
strive to perpetuate our proven ideals. The 
preservation and enrichment of the American way of life 
depends upon tax supported public education for all 
educable children and those who seek to learn.
The school should provide a curriculum and environment 
which will stimulate each child to his maximum 
development, so that he may contribute to a harmonious 
society. This development should include desirable 
attitudes, aesthetic appreciations, moral and spiritual 
values, cultural, social and civic skills, occupational 
efficiency, and the physical and mental well-being of 
the child.
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We believe in the student's right to be recognized as 
an individual. This right predicates responsibilities 
on his part; it predicates disciplines— self-imposed if 
possible; teacher - guided, if not.
When determining the educational experiences of 
children in school, cooperation and partnership with 
the community are desirable and possible.
At the same January meeting in 1957, the Clark County 
School Trustees supplemented the original statement of 
philosophy with seven objectives which also follow the 
Seven Cardinal Principles. Again, quoting from Gray;
These Are Our Objectives
To provide opportunities for the development of 
physical, mental and emotional well-being for every 
child.
To train youth to recognize the necessity of a 
continuing education and to provide incentives, 
skills and opportunities for a lifetime of 
continuous learning, and for the development of 
the most advantageous use of leisure time.
To train for independent thinking, problem solving, 
critical evaluation of ideas, self-appraisal and 
self-discipline. These are necessary for 
satisfactory adjustment in a changing world.
To assist in the improvements of our present society 
by developing responsible citizens who understand and 
value the principles of the American form of 
government; who are willing to participate 
intelligently in public affairs and other forms of 
worthy civic activities; who have a deep respect for 
law and order; who have the ability to live and 
work well with their fellowman; and who understand 
and respect democratic leadership.
To assist in the attainment of lasting world peace by 
developing understanding and appreciation of all 
cultures, and by encouraging tolerance of all 
individuals and groups not dedicated to the destruction 
of the American way of life.
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To train children to understand economic values, to 
purchase goods and services wisely, and to conserve 
natural and human resources.
To establish between teacher and pupil a personal 
relationship which will encourage the student to 
respect teacher leadership, to express freely his 
problems and ideas, and to feel that the teacher has 
personal interest in his progress, and sympathy and 
encouragement for his work. A democratic pupil-teacher 
relationship is best established if a pattern of mutual 
respect and understanding exists among teachers, 
administrators and the public.
With the exception of the last statement, the above 
parallels the Seven Cardinal Principles. This statement 
reflects the board's perception of the place of the school 
in the community. The school boards in Clark County, prior 
to county-wide consolidation, expressed a concern for 
school-community relationships, for a positive 
teacher-student relationship and recognized that public 
schools are tax supported because of the relationship 
between a common educational experience for all citizens and 
the success of a democratic society. At the onset of 
consolidation, the newly formed Clark County Board of School 
Trustees developed the following "guiding principles." The 
Board was deeply concerned that parents, who heretofore had 
a voice in their children's education, would no longer be 
heard by the county wide board. Part of the Board's 
"guiding principles," as cited by Gray (1958) are as 
follows;
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It shall be the aim of the Board of Education and 
its administrative staff:
1. To provide every public school child in the 
county, regardless of place of residence, an 
educational program equal to the best which can 
be found in a comparable environmental situation.
2. To provide an educational program which
will preserve the desirable customs, institutions 
and resources of each community; and to use and 
strengthen these in the interest of an 
educational system which will contribute to the 
cultural, moral, social and economic growth of 
the community and the county.
3. To develop in Clark County citizens an 
understanding of the educational program and to 
encourage their cooperation and participation in 
the evolution of the program.
In 1963 the Clark County School Board, still following
the objectives suggested in the Seven Cardinal Principles,
again revised its objectives. However, concern for
student-teacher and school-parent relationships, so clearly
expressed both before and at the time of consolidation,
appears to be diminished in the next revision of educational
goals and objectives. The following statement appears in
the 1963—64 CCSD Budget Document.
...the Clark County School District shall assume 
primary responsibility for and instruct each student 
toward his maximum achievement of the following 
educational goals:
1. An inquiring mind, with a continuing desire for 
knowledge and maximum educational effort, 
including the development of effective study 
skills and habits.
2. The ability to think clearly and accurately, 
draw conclusions, make decisions, and take 
action based upon evidence.
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3. Proficiency in the use of the basic tools of 
learning in functional problem-solving and in 
the acquisition of information, facts, and 
knowledge about the world and its people.
4. Proficiency in the skills of communication.
These to include the ability to read and 
comprehend the printed word, the ability to 
express himself clearly and accurately, both 
in writing and speech, and the ability to 
listen effectively and critically.
5. Knowledge of man, his nature, his environment, 
and his relationship to the society in which he 
lives, with emphasis on his responsibilities and 
rights as a citizen, including the study of 
history, geography, civics, economics, and the 
arts.
5. Knowledge of science and proficiency in the use 
of the scientific method of problem solving.
7. Knowledge of mathematics and proficiency in the 
use of fundamental process of quantitative 
reasoning and expression.
In keeping with these principles, the Clark County 
School District also shall be concerned with and 
assume shared responsibility by providing 
instructional activities which supplement the 
efforts of other institutions and community 
agencies toward the attainment of :
A. The Power of Personal discipline and moral 
integrity, without which education is mere 
training.
B. The information, guidance, and training 
necessary to help students make wise 
educational and occupational choices.
C. The health, both physical and mental, of 
each individual student with an aim to 
participation in physical game skills.
D. The social and moral competence of each 
student toward responsible membership in 
our democratic society.
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E. The knowledge and practice of personal and 
community safety.
F. The active interest of each student in aesthetic 
experience with the skills and attitudes 
necessary for satisfying self-expression in
the creative arts.
Preceding the above statement, the board said in part;
However it is recognized that the school cannot assume 
complete responsibility for the total development of 
the student. This responsibility must be shared by the 
home, the church, and the total community with its 
various organizational and environmental conditions.
Rather than a call for parental involvement in the 
education of children at school, this statement only 
recognizes the education and rearing of children as an 
activity that occurs both in school and out.
In the next twenty years the CCSD made no changes in 
its Statement of Educational Principles, other than minor 
word alterations or the reordering of some of the 
statements. For example, in 1976, item one, (inquiring 
mind) was moved to item number three, and item four (reading 
proficiency) was moved to number one. Helen Cannon, a 
member of the school board at the time, can not recall that 
the reordering of objectives represented a change in the 
philosophy of the board. These changes seemed, to the best 
of her recollection, to be only editorial revisions (Cannon 
Interview, July, 18, 1985).
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Implications
Question One concerned the possibility of a school 
board change of objectives and philosophy for public 
education in Clark County, and the impact of a change of 
objectives upon the distribution of funds within the school 
budget. The only change of any consequence appears to be a 
lessening of concern for the role teachers and parents play 
in implementing educational objectives, and by implication, 
grants more authority to the central office bureaucracy. 
Therefore, any structural change in the organization of the 
district or in the distribution of funds to the various 
district activities that occurred, can not be attributed to 
a change in the district's philosophy or objectives.
A further question must be asked regarding the 
significance of the school board's statements of objectives 
and philosophical reasons for maintaining public schools. 
Specifically, do the basic philosophy and objectives of the 
school board impact upon organizational structure of the 
district and affect the quality of instruction in the 
classroom? The answer would seem to be yes, but, there may 
be no connection between what the school board expects of 
the school and the school's organizational structure. Ernest 
Boyer writes in his book. High School: A Report on Secondary 
Education in America; "After visiting schools from coast to 
coast, we are left with the distinct impression that high 
schools lack a clear and vital mission. They are unable to 
find a common purpose or establish educational priorities
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that are widely shared. They seem unable to put it all 
together. The institution is adrift" (Boyer, 1983, p. 63). 
Boyer goes on to recommend that U.S. schools must develop 
and follow well thought out educational objectives. For 
example, in light of the public school's stated objective to 
provide an equal education for "every child," the existence 
of special education, lab programs, honors programs, 
academically talented programs and the like, appears to be a 
contradiction. This contradiction is even more apparent 
when one considers that there is a difference between the 
choice of the individual student to pursue or limit his 
academic or vocational studies and the assignment of 
students to tracked curriculums that limit the student's 
range of intellectual activities and perhaps the desire to 
learn.
It is recognized in the literature of school 
administration that while the school board originates 
policy, the superintendent and his staff are responsible for 
the structure and day to day operation of the schools 
(Knezevich, 1969). This method of operation is clearly in 
effect in Clark County. Therefore any change in the 
structure of the public schools that occurs without a 
specific change in the objectives of the board, clearly 
could be attributed as originating from the school 
district's administrative personnel.
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Program Changes
What significant changes have occurred in the programs 
and activities in the Clark County Public Schools 
during the study period?
Seven major changes in the organization and structure 
of the district occurred during the study period from 1950 
to 1985. These are, numerous administrative 
reorganizations, changes in the grouping of K-12 grade 
levels in various school buildings, curricular program 
reforms, the advent of Special Education, the introduction 
of Instructional Television to the district, court ordered 
integration of the elementary schools, and the unionization 
of classroom teachers.
Administrative Reorganizations
There have been many administrative reorganizations, in 
the public schools in Clark County since 1950. However 
administrative reorganization has been limited to that part 
of the district structure that purports to be most directly 
concerned with instruction of children. Communications, 
Student Activities (extra curricular), mulitformed 
Curriculum Supervision Divisions and Departments, Curriculum 
Service Divisions, Staff Development and Inservice 
Departments, and the Superintendent's Office, have been 
frequently reorganized by various superintendents. However, 
the administrative and support divisions that perform easily 
evaluated, concrete services that are not identified 
directly with instructional objectives such as. Legal 
Services, Graphic Arts, Maintenance, Operations, Personnel,
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Transportation, and Business-Accounting Services, have been 
largely unchanged since 1950. This may indicate that school 
bureaucracies are more at ease with activities less 
concerned with the instruction of children. Although minor 
administrative changes occur almost annually, major 
organizational changes in the District can be pinpointed by 
radical changes in the structure of the budget. A new 
format for this study had to be developed for the years 
beginning in 1959, 1965, 1971, 1974, and 1980 in order to 
accommodate the organizational changes in the schools.
Administrative reorganization has paralleled a major 
redistribution of funds within the school budget. In 1950 
total administrative costs captured nine and one half 
percent (9.47%) of the budget. By 1959 eleven percent 
(11.14%) was remitted for this purpose. In 1965, 
administrative costs had risen to sixteen percent (16.3%).
By 1971, seventeen percent (16.96%) of total school funds 
were given over to administration. The cost of 
administrative services reached its apex in 1971-72, when 
twenty (19.96%) percent of school funds were allocated to 
overhead expense. Administrative costs then stablized 
around seventeen percent (16.99% to 17.7%) for the years 
1974 to 1980. However, by 1985, an effort to halt this 
growth, had pared administrative cost to sixteen and one 
half percent (16.6%) of the budget. Tables One and Two on 
page 66 chart the changes in administrative costs.
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School Building Organization
The organizational pattern or grouping of various grade 
levels in the neighborhood schools has seen distinct changes 
since 1950. First, public schools were, for the most part, 
organized into K-8, and 9-12 schools. Second, the district 
began to experiment with a middle school organizational 
concept. The third stage has been the development of a 
variety of organizational concepts, including special 
education and various types of alternative schools.
Prior to consolidation, public schools in Clark County 
were organized, mainly into K-8 elementary districts, and in 
a grade 9-12 high school district. Shortly after 
consolidation the district began experimenting with a junior 
high, or middle school concept. At first this appears to be 
a method of establishing new senior high schools rather then 
a philosophical commitment to the middle school. For 
example, Rancho High and Western High Schools began as 
middle schools and grew into senior high schools. Today 
some schools are organized as K-5, others are K-6. Clark 
County has sixth grade schools (to satisfy an integration 
court order), 6-8 schools, 7-8 schools, 7-9 schools, 7-12 
schools, 9-12 schools, and 10-12 schools. For various 
reasons, not illuminated by a study of the budget, or by the 
school board's statements of philosophy and objectives,
Clark County appears to lack a philosophical commitment to 
any type of school organizational structure. However, this 
lack of consistent structure could be explained by the
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CCSD's ability to respond to localized concerns in the 
separate communities in the county such as Boulder City. 
However most of the divergent school organizational plans 
exist in the metropolitan area of Clark County where given 
attendance areas are indistinguishable from one another. At 
least, no formal machinery exists to determine even if a 
local community "philosophy of education" exits on the north 
side of Tropicana Avenue that is different from the south 
side of the street.
From time to time the district has created 
administrative units that reflect various school plans, but 
the budget documents do not reveal if any one type of 
organizational plan is more economical than any other, or at 
least the coding system used for this research does not 
allow that type of analysis.
Curriculum Program Reforms
Since consolidation, the CCSD has experimented with 
many of the educational reforms that were common to U.S. 
schools in the 1950's, 1970's and 1980's. Some of these 
were. Special Education Programs, Nongraded Schools, Modular 
Scheduled Schools, Instructional Television, Integration of 
the Elementary Schools, Year Round Schools, Career 
Education, Magnet Schools, Alternative Schools and two 
evaluation techniques called Behavioral Objectives and 
Elements of Quality. However, with three exceptions. 
Instructional Television, Integration, and Special 
Education, a study of the district's budget documents
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reveals little impact of any of the reforms upon the 
distribution of funds within the district. The district's 
failure to provide funding for the curriculum reforms 
initiated over the years may suggest why many of the reforms 
were soon abandoned. The budget study reveals a steady 
decline, since consolidation, in that portion of the total 
budget that the district allocates for instruction. The 
curricular reforms may simply have been starved to death.
In 1950 to 1955, the public schools distributed over 
seventy percent (in 1951, 72.23%) of the districts funds to 
the direct instruction of children. After consolidation of 
the public schools in Clark County, the percent of the 
district's budget assigned to instruction began to decline. 
By 1985, fifty one percent (50.96%) of public school funds 
were allocated to the direct instruction of children. Yet 
the total budget available to the district, in constant 1967 
dollars, increased from $267.15 to $815.97, per student, an 
increase of two hundred and five percent (205.44%). The 
district had a significant increase in funds, perhaps ample 
to fund both existing and new programs. These data are 
depicted in Tables Three and Four on page 70. Table Four 
illustrates the decline in percentage of public school funds 
expended for instruction after the the cost of special 
education and other new programs have been deducted from the 
total.
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Special Education
Special education progrz^=, perhaps because funding 
levels are beyond local administrative control, and the fact 
that students assigned to this program earn the district 
more income than students assigned to regular programs, have 
proven to be an exception to the overall trend in declining 
funds for instruction. In 1960-61, one and one half percent 
(1.43%) of the budget was expended for special education. In 
1970-71, four and one half percent (4.55%), and in 1984-85, 
six percent (6.02%) of the funds available for the 
instruction of all children were expended upon special 
programs. Tables Five and Six -on page 73 for an 
illustration of the changes in special education funding.
The budget documents detail the number of teachers in 
these programs, but in the early years, the budget documents 
do not cite the number of students in special education. In 
1954 one halftime teacher was employed to teach special 
education. By 1985, 579 teachers and 208 support staff were 
employed by the special education program. Estimating a 
student teacher ratio of ten to one in special education 
programs, within five years after the introduction of 
special education programs to the district, about one 
percent (.98%) of the students in Clark County were enrolled 
in these programs. Ten years later, in 1970-71, about three 
percent (2.92%) of the district's students were in special 
education. In 1984-85, almost nine and one half percent 
(9.44%) of the students in Clark County were assigned to
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special education classrooms. This exponential growth in 
special education has caused the Department of Education to 
mandate a ceiling of twelve percent (12%) on the number of 
students a district may enroll in this program, less the 
public school declare a majority of their students abnormal 
(Education Week, October 2, 1985, p. 28).
The growth curve for the cost of special education both 
in nominal dollars and as a percent of the district's total 
budget began in 1952 and has continued unabated since that 
date. Public Law 94-142 enacted in November, 1975, for the 
purpose of extending public education to handicapped 
children certainly added to the cost of special education. 
Not only are such classes staffed with a much lower adult to 
student ratio, many of these children require special 
transportation and the services of physical therapists, and 
other specialists. However, the budget documents do not 
specify the amount expended upon special education 
transportation. The cost curve for transportation, after an 
increase in cost in 1973, continues almost flat until a 
significant increase in 1978, and has not varied much in 
cost in the last eight years. However, full implementation 
of P.L. 94-142 may not have been immediate, and may still be 
under way as the district searches for students that qualify 
for special education funding. Tables Seven and Eight on- 
page 77 show the cost of student transportation.
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Instructional Television
Instructional Television appeared as a line item in the 
budget in 1967. For the next few years, this expenditure 
category grew as KLVX, Channel Ten was expanded and ITV 
services were offered to the schools. However by 1978, 
funding for educational television was in decline. Whatever 
the merits for instruction by television, the district never 
allocated sufficient funds to purchase the adequate software 
programing materials required by the secondary curriculum, 
developed the flexible scheduling required by secondary 
classroom teachers, or allowed the individual schools to 
staff and maintain the fledgling "T.V. studios" established 
in each of the secondary schools to provide for this 
flexibility. Today most of the in-building television 
equipment is in disrepair and the bulk of Channel Ten's 
activities are directed toward the elementary schools and 
public television services.
Elementary classroom teachers, have, by Channel Ten 
surveys, expressed a seventy percent approval rate for the 
quality of service offered by ITV services. In a 1973 
survey by this writer, to support a professional paper 
written for the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, secondary 
teachers found instructional television less useful. Only 
forty three percent <43%) had ever used television in the 
classroom and only seventeen percent (17%) preferred ITV 
over more traditional methods of instruction (Fisher, 1973). 
The concept of ITV was acceptable to the teachers surveyed,
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but fifty percent <50%) decried the lack of available 
software to support the curriculum. Sixty one percent <61%) 
of the secondary teachers surveyed cited lack of preparation 
time to master the logistics of acquiring the necessary 
equipment and programing and to ready the class for 
instruction by television. In addition, sixty percent (60%) 
preferred to produce their own teaching materials as opposed 
to commercial materials. The importance of readily 
available teaching materials and equipment is highlighted by 
the sixty four percent (64%) of the teachers who reported a 
preference for the ubiquitous school black board over all 
other teaching aides. Ultimately, Channel Ten lost much of 
its support from the Clark County School District.
At its height of support from the district, in 1971,
ETV captured one percent (.99%) of the budget. In 1984 one 
half percent (.53%) of the total public school budget was 
expended for instructional television. Between 1981 and 
1984, Channel Ten's support from the district declined by 
twenty percent (20.36%). This withdrawal of support forced 
Channel Ten to pare back instructional service to the 
schools, and turn to the Las Vegas community for more 
support. Today less than half (47.6%) of the budget for 
Channel Ten is raised from the Clark County School District. 
Thirty percent (29.70%) is donated by the community and by 
the Friends of Channel Ten. The remainder of the budget 
comes from the Federal Government (20.1%), and from 
collected interest (2.6%) (Hill Interview, 1985).
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Integration
The integration of the district's elementary schools 
has a noticeable impact upon the budget only in the area of 
student transportation and in the addition of special 
integration offices to implement the integration plan. In 
1960 the CCSD was expending one and one third percent 
(1.35%) of its budget upon student transportation. By 1984 
this percentage had risen to just over five percent (5.22%), 
down from a 1980 high of a little less than five and half 
percent (5.39%) of the budget. Tables Seven and Eight on 
page 77, illustrate the cost of student and other 
transportation services in the public schools. Even so, 
student transportation is a relatively minor expense and it 
is impossible to determine from the budget documents alone, 
if . the rise in transportation costs can be attributed solely 
to integration, as the district also, during this period, 
expanded its bus services in general and its fleet of 
automobiles and trucks. The increase in fuel costs in the 
1970's seems to have influenced the cost of transportation 
more than integration or special education busing.
In addition to the cost of transporting students, the 
district budget from 1973 to 1980, carried line items 
relating to an office of integration and a "Human Relations" 
department. Today, these items appear to have been absorbed 
by other administrative departments.
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Collective Bargaining
Collective Bargaining rights for teachers have also 
been mandated by law and action taken by teacher unions may 
have influenced the budget. Conventional wisdom has it that 
collective bargaining should result in the transfer of a 
greater portion of school funds to direct instructional 
costs such as salaries and instructional supplies. However, 
this has not been the case. Since the onset of bargaining 
in 1968, the portion of funds available for direct 
instruction and teachers' salaries has been in a steady 
decline. In the pre-consolidation period over seventy 
percent (70%) of the funds available to public instruction 
were expended for direct instruction. (See page 102, Table 
Twenty Three.) By 1984 this percentage had fallen to about 
half of the budget. At the onset of consolidation over sixty 
two percent (62.73%) of the school budget was expended for 
K-12 classroom teacher salaries. By school year 1984-85, 
this percentage had dropped to forty five percent (45.21%). 
Table Eleven on page 82 demonstrates the erosion of 
educational funds expended for teacher salaries. Whether or 
not there is a direct connection between the teachers' 
desire as professionals to participate in the formulation of 
curriculum and the decline in real dollars expended per 
student for instruction is an open question that is not 
within the scope of this research effort. But other studies 
of collective negotiations have confirmed that in public 
school districts where salary schedules have been determined
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through the negotiations process, classroom teacher salaries 
are significantly higher than in districts where salaries 
are determined by administrative fiat (Cleveland, et al, 
1975). Nevertheless, in spite of other successes in 
collective bargaining, salaries for classroom teachers' in 
this county have actually declined, since 1967, by twenty 
five percent (25.3%) when expressed in constant 1967 
dollars. Tables Nine and Ten, on page 80 show this decline 
in salary.
In 1967 constant dollars, $248.53, per student, was 
budgeted for teacher salaries in 1956. By 1985, the per 
student cost had risen to $292.25. If the average teacher 
salary can be used as an indicator, the average teacher in 
1950 had a bachelors degree and three years experience. By 
1985 the average teacher had nine years experience and six 
years of college education (masters degree plus one 
additional year of graduate school). This increase in 
formal education and experience accounts for an overall 
increase in cost to the district in teacher salaries of 
seventeen and one half percent (17.59%). However, as 
individuals, teachers did not fare as well. The salary at a 
given step in the teacher's salary scale declined from 
nineteen to twenty five percent. By allowing individual 
salaries to fall behind the inflation rate (after school 
funding exceeded the inflation rate), the district, in 
effect, did not keep its contractual agreement and 
compensate teachers for advanced education and experience.
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Clearly, if salaries were the only reason for teacher 
unionization, the effort should be considered a failure, 
except for the research that indicates a reliance upon the 
good will of the educational bureaucracy is even less 
desirable. The data shows that the taxpayers provided the 
funds for cost of living raises for teachers, but the 
bureaucracy withheld the funds from the teachers. It should 
be noted here, that all average teacher salary numbers are 
inflated because all coaching and extra duty stipends are 
included in the reported total. The average individual 
teacher is either paid less than the average reported salary 
for his regular teaching duties, or it must be recognized 
that teachers work far longer than the official work day. 
Stipends for club activities and coaching are often 
established at less than $1.00 per hour. Teachers work with 
students beyond the school day because they want to, are 
expected to, or are required to as a precondition of 
employment. Tables Eleven and Twelve on page 82 express 
total funds budgeted for teachers' salaries as a percent of 
the budget and funds for teachers' salaries in 1967 dollars 
and for comparison, as a cost per student.
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It must be noted here, even though teachers salaries 
are negotiated, teachers salaries are not market sensitive 
but are administrated prices established outside market 
considerations (King 1979). This allows the school 
bureaucracy to establish salaries below market rates. Even 
though entry pay levels in all career fields are lower than 
average salaries, the extent that teachers' salaries have 
fallen behind the market is illustrated by the nineteen 
percent (19%) increase in pay the average teacher receives 
when he leaves the field of education. According to a 1986 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company study, fifty four 
percent (54%) of the teachers who abandoned the classroom 
start at over $30,000.00 a year in their new careers (Las 
Vegas Sun, March 14, 1986 p. 8A).
While salaries are negotiated, and the adversarial 
relationship of this process may have had a negative 
influence upon salaries, in that school bureaucrats may have 
lowered salaries to punish teachers for exhibiting to 
temerity to act as professionals, textbooks and other 
instructional supplies are beyond the pale of the bargaining 
table. Such items have been declared nonnegotiable by 
school administrators, and yet funds available for books and 
instructional supplies have been sharply reduced. Teachers 
have no voice in determining these expenditures and it is 
not logical to assume that any group of people would 
deliberately, if given a choice, decrease the resources 
available to them to support their professional activities
83
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
and individual livelihood. Yet, in spite of a three fold 
increase in funds (205.44%) available to the public schools, 
this is what has occurred. In 1965 the CCSD budgeted $6.95 
per student for library books. By 1985, in constant 1967 
dollars, the CCSD budgeted $0.83 per student for library 
books, a deduction of eighty eight percent (88.06%). Similar 
reductions were also made in funding available for textbooks 
and instructional supplies. Tables Thirteen and Fourteen on 
page 85 depict the decline in constant dollars allocated for 
books.
From the perspective of economic theory, this illogical 
reduction in the tools of instruction could have been 
predicted. Bureaucrats, like the rest of us, tend to 
maximize their own interest, and have little interest in 
promoting the budget of rival department. Whatever the 
personal beliefs of individual school administrators, 
bureaucrats as a group, consider classroom instructional 
activities to be the activities of a rival department. As 
teachers are barred from negotiating funds for books and 
instructional supplies, there is no constituent group in the 
budgeting process to speak for instruction. Consequently, 
such funds over a period of years have been systematically 
reduced. This interpretation is far more compassionate to 
school administrators than to suggest that these former 
teachers believe there to be no correlation between 
education and student access to books.
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Implications
The second question considered by this study considered 
changes in programs and activities in the public schools in 
Clark County. Of the seven fundamental changes considered, 
Administrative Reorganization, School Organizational Plans, 
Curriculum Reforms, Special Education, Instructional 
Television, Integration, and Collective Bargaining, an 
analysis of fund distribution within the budget, reveals two 
major changes in fund distribution. First, all 
noninstructional areas of the budget have seen major 
increases in funding, and second, one area, the traditional 
instructional program, has seen a major decrease in the 
percent of funds allocated.
Specifically, consolidation of the county public school 
districts did not result in economies of scale. The cost of 
administrating public education grew disproportionally to 
the instructional program. The grade level patterns of the 
individual schools were frequently restructured without 
benefit of a uniting philosophy of education. The budget 
documents show no indication that special funding was 
directed toward any of the various reform movements embraced 
by the public schools. Special education has been well 
funded and thus is an exception to the long standing pattern 
of de-emphasizing the importance of instruction.
Instructional Television was not sufficiently funded to 
ensure its wide spread use by classroom teachers. The 
integration of the district's elementary schools appears to
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have little impact upon the budget. Collective bargaining
by classroom teachers did little more than to slow the
erosion of funds from the instructional program.
Public Financial Support of Education
Has support for public schools, as expressed bv 
the vear-to-vear levels of financial support 
available for education, kept pace with the growth 
in student population and inflation as expressed 
bv the cost-of-living index?
There has been a tremendous change in the public 
schools in Clark County since 1950. In that year, the 
county had fourteen school districts, 8,600 students, 347 
teachers and 103.5 support staff personnel. By 1384, the 
county schools enrolled 88,597 students, and employed 3,213 
K-12 classroom teachers. An additional 579 special 
education teachers, 291 “ancillary" teachers (to staff for 
preparation periods), 101 vocational teachers, and 2,901 
support staff personnel were also employed by the CCSD. The 
Tables on page 89 show a portion of this change. Table 
Fifteen illustrates the growth in student enrollment, and 
Table Sixteen demonstrates that the construction of school 
buildings has kept pace with the growth in student 
population.
In the spring of 1956, the fourteen districts were 
consolidated into the Clark County School District. Over 
the next three decades, the total amount of moneys available 
to the Clark County public schools to fund the operation of 
the schools, when expressed as a cost per student, and in 
1967 constant dollars, increased by three fold. In constant
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1967 dollars, the county expended $267.15 per students in 
1950. The total funds available for public education in the 
county, in 1985, amounted to $815.97 per student (in 1967 
dollars). Expressed as a percentage, moneys available to 
educate each student increased by two hundred and five 
percent (205.44%). Tables Seventeen and Eighteen on page 91 
illustrate the increasing public support of the schools.
A decade by decade analysis shows a fifty three percent 
(52.95%) increase in funds between 1950 and 1956, the year 
of consolidation. This increase was necessary to merely 
fund current daily operations and to equalize support for 
all educational programs in the county (Gray, 1959). During 
this period, for example, the cost of direct instruction 
increased by thirty three and one half percent (33.49%) and 
K-12 teachers salaries grew by thirty one and one half 
percent (31.68%). The bulk of the funds allocated to 
teacher's salaries were used to equalize elementary and 
secondary teacher salaries and urban and rural salaries. 
Teachers in the Las Vegas Union High School District 
received an individual salary increase of $300.00 (nominal 
dollars) or about eight percent (7.8%) when consolidation 
took place. According to Superintendents Walter D. Johnson, 
and R. Guild Gray, school costs simply out stripped the 
funds available in the early 1950's. To solve this problem, 
the public school costs were met with state loans, special 
sessions of the state legislature, and finally by 
consolidation of the fourteen districts into one district
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funded by a new taxation plan as recommendation by the 
Peabody Commission (Johnson, Gray Interview, 1985; Gray 
p32-50, 1958).
Between 1956 and 1966 the budget increased in real terms by 
twenty three percent (23.02%). Between 1966 and 1976 real 
funds available per student grew by thirty one percent 
(31.09%). In the next decade, 1976 to 1985, funding leveled 
off to a fifteen percent (14.72%) increase in real cost per 
student. Between 1956 and 1985 the budget increased one 
hundred and four percent (103.96%). In order to keep these 
numbers in perspective, recall that all percentages are 
based upon 1967 constant dollars. If nothing else, the 
taxpayers have been generous in their support of public 
schools. Tables Seventeen and Eighteen demonstrate the 
taxpayers willingness to support public education. Table 
Seventeen illustrates the districts budget in constant and 
nominal dollars. Table Eighteen illustrates the cost of 
public education in cost per student in constant and nominal 
dollars. The tables appear on the next page.
Implications
Question three considered the public resolve to support 
the public schools. When adjusted for inflation and 
expressed as a cost per student, the public has not only 
maintained its support for public schools, but has increased 
over all funding by three fold. However, some of these 
funds were used to support locally initiated and legally 
mandated new programs.
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Legally Mandated New Programs
Have publicly mandated new programs been supported bv 
corresponding increases in funding to pay for the total 
cost of the programs?
From the classroom level, school programs have remained 
remarkably constant over the decades. The only two major 
additions to the instructional program, illuminated in the 
budget documents, have been special education, and 
instructional television. Expenditures also increased for 
staff fixed costs, and the integration of the district's 
elementary schools. In order to accurately compare school 
costs from decade to decade, care must be taken to compare 
like programs with like programs, therefore, the cost 
comparisons made here are made against annual budgeted funds 
and the total school budget. In all other comparisons the 
new programs listed here have been removed from the total 
budget in order to compare like school programs with like 
programs. An analysis of budget reveals that when the cost 
of the "new" programs discussed here have been deducted from 
the total budget, sufficient funds remained to pay for the 
traditional school programs. Tables Nineteen and Twenty on 
page 94 illustrate the cost of the traditional instructional 
program and the costs of programs new to the district. 
Special Education
Special education first appeared as a line item in the 
school year 1954-55. In the next thirty years special 
education grew six thousand, seven hundred and thirty three 
percent (6,733.39%). However, in terms of the total budget,
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
special education never consumed more than six percent 
<5.02% in 1985) of the total budget. Tables Five and Six on 
page 73 illustrate the growth of these costs.
Part of the cost of special education programs may be 
an additional administrative expense to the district, 
however the budget documents do not delineate these co&ts. 
The increased cost of transportation in the mid 1970's may 
also be attributed to the increase in the price of fuel for 
buses rather than for additional buses to transport students 
with special needs, but the budget documents are not 
specific on this cost either.
There are two other considerations which, on 
examination, impact on the study of the cost of special 
education programs. First, this study is limited to the 
district's operating budget which no longer includes all of 
the district's activities. Specifically some of the 
Federally funded programs are absent from the operating 
budget. There may be special education costs that are not 
cited in the operation budget, and are instead delineated in 
other less accessible documents. Second, it appears from 
the budget documents that the district has had sufficient 
funds to offer this new educational program. Therefore, the 
traditional program need not have been compromised to 
support special education.
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staff Fixed Cost
A Nevada state retirement program, social security, and 
industrial insurance programs existed prior to their 
appearance as a line item in the budget in 1956-57, but as 
the retirement program prior to 1956 was funded by the 
state, the school budget documents do not contain this 
expenditure for the first half of the 1950's. However, from 
1956 to 1985 school funds transferred to these staff fixed 
cost programs, increased from less than one percent (.71%) 
of the budget to fourteen percent (14.34%) of the budget.
The total increase in funds allocated for all staff fixed 
costs from 1966, when both retirement and health programs 
were included as a line item to 1985 amounted to over one 
thousand, one hundred and sixty eight percent (1,167.82%). 
The extraordinary growth in this cost can be explained in 
part by the rise in health care costs, and the withdrawal of 
an employee tax, sometimes referred to as a contribution, to 
support the plan in 1972.
Retirement programs initially received less than one 
percent (.71%) of district funds. By 1985, the district 
contribution to the retirement system withdrew eleven 
percent (11.27%) of the total budget. Expressed in 1967 
dollars, and as a cost per student, the total funds 
allocated to the retirement system increased by three 
thousand, one hundred and forty one percent (3,141.49%) from 
its inception in 1956 to the present.
Group health insurance programs prior to 1966-67, were
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not available to the school staff. In that year, a health 
insurance was offered to teachers and support staff. In 
1966-67, about three quarters of one percent (.71%) of the 
total school budget was allocated to group health insurance. 
By 1985, three percent (3.14%) of the budget was expended 
for this fixed cost. Expressed in 1967 dollars, the funds 
made available for health insurance represent a nine hundred 
and thirty three percent (932.66%) increase in costs between 
1966 and 1985.
Integration
Except for the cost of busing students to integrate the 
schools, the financial impact of integration may have been 
negligible, in that the court order did not increase the 
district's enrollment. The cost of busing itself, however, 
can not be measured from the budget documents. Tables Seven 
and Eight on page 77 illustrates the cost of student busing 
and other transportation services. The cost of integration 
does not appear, from this table, to make a noticeable 
impact.
The only area of the budget that appears to have been 
impacted by this program is school administration. The 
administrative offices that were organized to deal directly 
with the impact of integration were abolished in 1980 along 
with several administrative services. The cost of 
administration was reduced that year by a little less than 
one percent (.83%). Part of this cost may have been 
associated with the cost of integration.
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Implications
Question four was concerned with the cost and the 
funding of new programs in the Clark County School District. 
The above data indicates that the public schools in Clark 
County were allocated sufficient money to pay for both 
Federal and State mandated programs. After seperating out 
the costs for the publicly mandated and/or new programs, 
such as Special Education, Employee Fixed Costs, i.e. health 
insurance and retirement programs, and the new, but not 
legally mandated service of Instructional Television, the 
funds available to support the existing K-12 programs more 
than doubled from 1950 to 1985. Yet funds for direct 
instruction, notably, teacher salaries, books, and 
instructional supplies, did not keep pace with inflation. 
Clearly, a transfer of funds within the budget has taken 
place.
Fund Reallocation
Have existing programs, both mandated and elective, 
been adjusted bv a transfer of funds within the budget 
of Clark County public schools (or bv a failure to fund 
for inflationary costs or increased enrollments)?
In order to measure existing school programs for 
change, the "new" programs, special education, staff fixed 
costs, instructional television, were subtracted out of the 
total budget. Integration costs were not deducted from the 
total for this analysis because this cost has been absorbed 
into other budget categories. Funds expended for the 
remaining traditional budget categories were compared with
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the remaining total operating budget. Measured in this way, 
the total cost per student in real dollars, doubled 
(114.57%) during the period of the study from 1950 to 1985. 
The budget analysis will follow the broad outline of the 
traditional budget classifications in school expenditures, 
of Administration, Instruction, Auxiliary, Mechanical, and a 
catchall category, titled Other. Year to year comparisons 
will reveal relative increases and decreases in fund 
distribution in each category.
Considering that the school budgets were underfunded 
prior to consolidation and the enactment of the Peabody 
school finance formula, the following "analysis will compare 
the schools at the onset of consolidation to the present. 
This is probably more "fair" to public education, because a 
comparison between 1950 and 1985 will show an even greater 
displacement of school funds. Even so, comparing 1956 to 
1985, the steady transfer of school funds from the 
instruction of children to various supporting activities is 
still readily apparent.
From 1956 to 1985, the total school budget, less funds 
for new programs, increased sixty three percent (63.13%).
In 1956 the school operating budget, for regular school 
programs, was set at $396.22 per student in 1967 constant 
dollars. By 1985, this cost had risen to $646.36 per 
student. A comparison of the five major divisions of the 
budget shows that four support divisions increased at the 
expense of instructional costs.
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Administration
This category includes the total personnel, supplies 
and equipment of all district administrative services. In 
1956-57, the district had a per student administrative cost 
of $48.70. By 1984-85, this cost had increased, in constant 
dollars, to $107.33, an increase of one hundred and twenty 
percent (120.39%). In 1956 the district employed one person 
either as an administrator, or in support of an 
administrator for every six teachers. Administrative 
intensity by 1985 had dropped to three and a half to one.
The number of administrative employees, per teacher, had 
increased sixty five percent (65%). Table Twenty One on 
page 100 illustrates this data. In addition to increases to 
the number of people employed in administrative services, 
salaries paid to specific individuals also increased over 
the rate of inflation by as much as one hundred and forty 
nine percent (149.09%). Table Forty, on page 151 
demonstrates the rise in administrative salaries. In 1956, 
the cost of all administrative services captured twelve 
percent (12.29%) of the total school fund. By 1985, this 
percentage had expanded to seventeen percent (15.69%) of the 
public school operating budget.
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Instruction
This category includes all salaries paid to classroom 
teachers, teacher aides, and the cost of textbooks, 
instructional supplies and library books, but does not 
include special education and television programs.
In 1967 sixty nine percent (69.27%) of the district's 
operating budget was allocated to instruction. By 1985 
funds allocated to instruction had decreased to fifty seven 
percent (56.74%) of the school's funds, a loss of twelve 
percent (12.47%). Table Twenty Three on page 102 
illustrates this data.
In total, the per student cost of instruction has 
increased from $271.41 per student in 1956 to $363.49 per 
student in 1985, an increase of thirty four percent 
(33.93%). This represents just half of the amount of money 
that was available from the total increase in funds to the 
school district. See Table Twenty Two on page 102 for an 
illustration of this data.
The extent of bureaucratic growth in the district 
between 1967 and 1985, can be measured by holding enrollment 
growth and inflation constant. After deducting the cost of 
all new programs from the budget, the remaining funds left 
for the traditional school program increased sixty nine 
percent (69.27%). The budget allowed for instruction, 
however, increased only thirty four percent (33.93%), and 
the budget allocated for administrative and non- 
instructional purposes increased two hundred and thirty
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three percent (233.08%).
Moreover, the additional funds (the 33.93%) added to 
instruction were used to pay for changes in the staffing 
patterns in the public schools as teachers gained more 
experienced, became better educated and moved to the top of 
the salary scale. As a cost to the district, salaries paid 
to classroom teachers in total, increased eighteen percent 
(17.59%). During the same period, however, individual 
teachers' salaries were reduced by twenty five percent 
(25.3%). Further, the funds available for books and 
supplies decreased forty percent (40.13%). In constant 
dollars, the district allocated for teaching materials, 
$23.78 per student in 1956. By 1984 this sum had decreased, 
in constant dollars, to $16.97.
In 1967 a beginning teacher was paid $6,000.00. By 
1985 this salary had decreased, in constant dollars to 
$4,800.00, a loss of twenty percent (19.9%). In 1967, a 
senior teacher was paid $10,200.00. By 1985, this salary 
had fallen to $7,627.00 a decrease of twenty five percent 
(25.3%). Therefore, in spite of a doubleling of income to 
the school, teachers today, are not as well off as they were 
in 1967. Tables Nine and Ten on page 80 depict this data.
The cost per student for K-12 classroom teachers was 
$248.53 in 1956. By 1985 the per student cost was $292.25. 
The increase of seventeen and one half percent (17.59%) can 
be attributed to a better educated more experienced teaching 
staff. To further illustrate the tendency of the
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bureaucracy to withdraw support from instruction, the 
teacher pupil ratio was allowed to increase while all 
support divisions have increased their staffs relative to 
the number of classroom teachers.
To keep the funds allocated for instruction in 
perspective, recall that after the cost of all new and/or 
publicly mandated programs were funded, the district had an 
increase of sixty three percent (63.13%) in total funds 
between 1967 and 1985 to pay for existing programs and 
services. Anything less than a sixty three percent increase 
in funding allocated to each budget classification should be 
considered a decrease in funding, unless there was a 
corresponding change in the educational philosophy and 
policy of the district (and as noted this did not occur).
The most noticeable withdrawal from the instructional 
program has been in the area of textbooks, library books, 
and instructional supplies. In 1950, in 1967 constant 
dollars, the county budgeted $4.41 per student for 
textbooks. When the schools were consolidated, the district 
allocated $5.89 per student for textbooks. By 1985 that 
figure had risen to $6.65. As a percent of the total 
budget, for the years, 1950, and 1985, money available for 
textbooks had declined from one and one half percent (1.65%) 
to one percent (1.03%). The high point of district 
expenditure for textbooks occurred between 1952 and 1965 
just prior to entering into formal negotiations with the 
teacher's union. In those years the per student allocation
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for textbooks was, (1952) $12.94 or 3.28% of the budget, 
(1963) $7.56 or 1.7% of the budget, (1964) $9.53 or 1.95% of 
the budget, and (1955) $11.48 or 2.49% of the budget.
Funds allotted to library books suffered a similar 
decline. In 1956, the district budgeted $1.31 per student 
for library books. By 1964, the per student allocation was 
$6.95. However, by 1985, the district was budgeting only 
eighty three cents (.83) per student for library books. In 
1956, one third of one percent (.33%) of funds available to 
the schools were budgeted for library books. By 1964, 
almost one and one half percent (1.42%) of the budget was 
allocated for library books. However by 1985, this 
percentage had fallen to one tenth of one percent (.13%). 
Tables Thirteen and Fourteen on page 85 illustrate the data. 
Auxiliary
Auxiliary personnel are school counselors, nurses, 
psychologists, social workers, and librarians. As a 
percentage of the total budget auxiliary personnel are a 
relatively minor expense. In 1956, two percent (2.43%), and 
in 1985, five percent (5.0%), of the budget was allocated to 
auxiliary support staff. Salaries for auxiliary employees 
being set at the same rate as classroom teachers, also 
declined by twenty five percent (25.3%) between 1956 and 
1985. However, within this category a great change in fund 
allocation has occurred. In 1956 most elementary schools 
did not employ a school librarian. Today there are seventy 
two librarians in the district's seventy two elementary
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schools. During the school year 1955-56, library staffing 
in the secondary schools was set at one librarian for every 
six hundred, ninety seven students (1 to 696.8) and in 
addition audio visual and clerical personnel were employed 
in each library. Today, libraries in the secondary schools 
are staffed one librarian for every twelve hundred and one 
students (1 to 1323.7), a decrease of eighty nine percent 
(89.9%) and the secondary school libraries no longer employ 
clerks or audio visual personnel. School nurses have seen a 
similar decline in staffing. In 1956 the district employed 
one nurse for every eighteen hundred and thirty five 
students (1 to 1,835). By 1985 the nurse to student ratio 
had declined to twenty six hundred and six students per 
nurse (1 to 2,618), a decrease of forty three percent 
(42.6%). School guidance counselors, in 1956, on the other 
hand, were staffed at a ratio of one counselor to four 
hundred and twenty seven students (1 to 426.8). By 1985 the
ratio had dropped to one counselor to three hundred and 
eighty eight students (1 to 388), an increase of ten percent 
(9.9%). School psychologists and social workers were 
employed at a ratio of one staff member to six thousand,
seven hundred and thirty students (1 to 6,730), in 1956. In
1985 at the behest of the special education program the 
ratio was one to two thousand, twenty three (1 to 2,023), an 
increase in staffing of two hundred and thirty four percent 
(232.67%). Even though the number of auxiliary staff 
personnel doubled from 1956 to 1985, the number of secondary
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librarians and nurses per student had decreased by half. 
Tables Twenty Four and Twenty Five on page 108 show the 
changes in staff patterns that have occurred.
Another question should be raised here regarding the 
role of school counselors in education. Professional 
counselors are needed in education to assist students and 
parents in planning educational programs and counseling 
those students who have difficulty coping with their 
environment. However, much of the counselor's time is taken 
up with repetitive tasks that are in the domain of school 
administration.
Counselors are classed in the budget as auxiliary 
personnel. However, that portion of the counselors time 
that is expended upon tasks that were performed by school 
administrators prior to the wide spread employment of school 
counselors should be included in the total cost of school 
administration. If this were were done, the total cost of 
the administrative bureaucracy could exceed twenty percent 
(20%). This question should be raised in future research, 
but it is unlikely that it will be done due to the 
difficulty of conducting critical research within a 
bureaucracy.
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TABLE TWENTY FOUR: AUXILIARY STAFF
COUNSELOR GROWTH MATCHES ENROLLMENT
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Mechanical
This category covers all the costs of operating and 
maintaining the school's physical plant and vehicles.
In 1956 the public schools budgeted $61.54 per student 
in 1967 dollars for all mechanical costs. By 1985 this cost 
had risen one hundred and eleven percent (111.29%) to 
$123.98 per student. At consolidation the schools employed 
one "mechanical employee" for every 112.8 students, and in 
1985 the district employed one person for every 78.8 
students an increase of forty four percent (43.15%).
Transportation of students and school district 
personnel does not consume a large percentage of the total 
school fund. In 1956, less than two percent (1.19%) of the 
budget was used for transportation, however, by 1985 this 
cost had increased five hundred and ninety three percent 
(593.45%), to the point where five percent (5.07%) of the 
school fund was used for transportation. Salaries paid to 
bus drivers, in constant dollars increased by seventy five 
percent (75.05%) between 1956 and 1984. The budget does not 
tell us how many students are bused each day by the school 
district, but the ratio of transportation employees to the 
total student body increased five hundred and eighty four 
percent (581.43%) from 1956 to 1985. But not all of the 
transportation personnel are engaged in student 
transportation. Since 1956, the district has added a fleet 
of automobiles and trucks for administrative use and other 
purposes.
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Operations employees are charged with cleaning and 
operating the district's physical plant. In 1956 the 
district employed one such person for every 13,949 square 
feet of building space. By 1985, each person was 
responsible for 13,692 square feet of building space, an 
increase in personnel of two percent (1.87%). Table Twenty 
Six and Twenty Seven on page 111, illustrate the growth in 
the cost of mechanical support staff in proportion to the 
district's physical plant.
When measured in square feet of building space per 
maintenance employee, maintenance personnel increased five 
percent (5.45%) from 1956 to 1985. In 1956, the district 
employed one person for every 52,592 square feet of building 
space. By 1985, one maintenance person was employed for 
every 49,873 square feet of building space. The number of 
maintenance persons increased from 505 persons per student 
to 537 persons per student, an increase of six percent 
(6.34%). The total cost of maintenance programs increased, 
in constant 1967 dollars, from $17.71 per student, in 1955 
to, $20.62 per student in 1985. This is an increase in 
maintenance costs of sixteen percent (16.43%).
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In addition to adding personnel, salaries, in constant 
1967 dollars, for custodians were increased eighteen percent 
<17.74%) between 1356 and 1985. The per student cost in 
1967 dollars of building operation increased from $41.18 in 
1956 to $76.56 in 1985, an increase of eighty six percent 
(85.92%). Part of this increase can be attributed to 
electrical power increases which rose from $6.23 per student 
to $22.62 in 1985. In 1956 electrical power consumed almost 
two percent (1.7%) of the total school budget and by 1985 it 
required almost three and a half percent (3.45%) to provide 
electrical power to the schools. Altogether electrical 
power costs, per student, increased two hundred and sixty 
three percent (263.08%).
Other Costs
This miscellaneous category includes deferred 
appropriations, insurance, student activities, capital 
improvements and staff fixed costs. Taken together (except 
of staff fixed costs), these items do not represent a great 
percentage of the total budget, probably no more than about 
five percent (5.0%) in any given recent year. Each item, 
however, presents special difficulties in long term budget 
analysis.
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Deferred appropriations is a budget category that 
allows the state to allocate funds to a school district in 
case of an unexpected increase in enrollment. As such, 
funds in this category do not exist unless the district 
exceeds its enrollment projections. Money added to this 
fund represents a mythical amount which varies according to 
the stability of the district. Therefore any year to year 
comparison is meaningless.
The cost of extra-curricular student activities have 
not been fully delineated in the budget documents and are 
difficult to track. For example, moneys paid to coaches and 
other teachers as an extra curricular salary stipends are 
added into the fund called teacher salaries. Thus, not only 
are the reported average teachers' salaries distorted, but 
the true cost of extra-curricular activities is not 
revealed. The fact that some of these activities are 
self-supporting and are associated with "booster clubs" also 
tends to hide their true cost.
The budget, however, does list funds for transportation 
and supply items for student activities. In 1956, one 
percent (1.24%), and in 1985, two thirds of a percent (.67%) 
of the total budget was listed for this category. It is, 
interesting to note, that these funds, like instructional 
funds, have also been reduced.
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Capital improvements are also difficult to track, 
because, for some years, buildings were funded out of the 
operating budget, and in more recent years a tax bond 
building fund has existed for this purpose. There also does 
not appear to be a consistent policy since consolidation, as 
to just which expenditures are supply items or equipment 
items, and which are capital expenses.
Fixed costs represent a major change in district 
expenditure patterns. Fixed costs include all insurance 
programs, employee health plans and employee retirement 
programs. The cost of these items has been considered 
separately under the heading of "new" programs, and the 
tremendous cost to the district, an increase of over 
eighteen thousand percent (18,131.83%) has been noted. 
Implications
Question five concerns the transfer of funds within the 
budget to reflect changes in structure and purpose of the 
school system, concludes that existing support programs have 
all been expanded at the expense of the instructional 
program. In order to explain why the district has given 
noninstructional activities a higher priority, this study 
relied upon a theory of economic behavior in a bureaucratic 
setting. This explanation is more logical than finding 
fault with eight superintendents who were in office over a 
period of thirty five years.
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The following Table is offered for clarification. The 
percent of increase in funding cited on the table is ranked 
in order of rate of increase. The table shows that 
Instruction received about half of the funds available to 
the total Budget.
TABLE TWENTY EIGHT; COMPARATIVE BUDGET INCREASES FROM 
1356-57 to 1984-85
Total Percent of Annual Budget
Increase 1956-57 1984-85
AAUXILIARY 233.39% 2.43% 5.00%
ADMINISTRATION 120.39% 12.29% 16.69%
MECHANICAL 111.00% 15.52% 20.11%
Total Budget 63.13%
INSTRUCTION 32.70% 69.21% 56.70%
* Most of the increase in Auxiliary cost could be 
attributed to a hidden cost of administration, if that 
proportion of the school counselors time that is consumed 
performing administrative tasks could be determined. Tables 
Twenty Four and Twenty Five on page 108 will illustrate the 
extraordinary growth in the number of school counselors.
Staffing Study
In order to compare the staff of the school district
from one decade to the next, all variables must be held
constant. This study compares the number of K-12 classroom
teachers with the number of students enrolled in the
district, the number of administrators employed, and other
support staff employed by the district. The following
ratios are derived when the term "regular classroom teacher"
is limitai +••0 those persons employed as teachers of the
traditional curriculum in 1950.
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The total support staff to classroom teacher ratio was 
three and one half to one (3.5 to 1) prior to consolidation. 
After the Clark County school districts were merged into one 
in 1956, and more support staff was added, the ratio fell to 
two to one (2 to 1). The total support staff to regular 
classroom teacher ratio today is one to one (1 to 1). Tables 
Twenty Nine to Thirty on page 117 to 119 contain a 
comparison of classroom teachers to support personnel.
The U.S. Department of Education, in February of 1986, 
ranked Nevada forty third out of the fifty States, (less 
support staff than other States), in the ratio of staff to 
students (Education Week, Feb. 26, 1986 p. 13). Even with 
one person acting in support for every K-12 classroom 
teacher, and generalizing from the State, Clark County may 
have less staff than most other public schools. But this 
data does not speak to the number of support staff needed in 
an efficient school.
There is a wide variation between public schools in the 
United States in the number of persons needed to staff the 
schools. Wyoming maintains a public school staff of one 
adult for every seven students (1 to 6.8), and at the other 
extreme, neighboring Utah employees only half as many 
teachers and staff (1 to 14). Utah has a staff to student 
ratio of one to fourteen (USDE, 1986). Clearly, school 
staffing practices should be closely studied.
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TABLE TWENTY NINE; STAFF ALLOCATIONS
1950  -  51
INSTRUCTIO N (0 .5 % )AD M IN (8 .9 % )  
MAINT (3 .3 % )
O PERATIONS (8 .7 % )
TR A N S PO R T (0 .9 % )  
AUXILIARY (1 .9 % )
K - 1 2  TEACHERS ( 7 5 .9 % )
T A B L E  T H IR T Y :  S T A F F  A L L O C A T I O N S
1 9 5 7  -  SB
INSTRUCTION (1 .0 % )
MAINT (3 .1 % )
OPERATIONS (1 0 .2 % )
TR A N SPO R T (1 .2 % )  
AUXILIARY (3 .1 % )
y /  K - 1 2  TEACH ERS (8 8 .5 % )
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TABLE THIRTY ONE; STAFF ALLOCATIONS
1961 -  62
INSTRUCTION (4 .3 % )
MAINT (3 .0 % )
OPERATIONS (1 0 .7 % )
TRANSPORT (2 .0 % )
AUXIUARY (3 .4 % )
K - 1 2  TEACHERS (6 2 .5 % )
TABLE THIRTY TWO: STAFF ALLOCATIONS
1964  -  65
INSTRUCTION (8 .5 % )
OPERATIONS (8 .7 % )
TRANSPORT (3 .0 % )
AUXIUARY (5 .3 % )
K - 1 2  TEACHERS (5 6 .6 % )
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TABLE THIRTY THREE A: STAFF ALLOCATIONS
1978 -  79
INSTRUCTION (1 4 .5 51 )ADMIN (17 .05E )
MAINT ( 2 . 1 * )
OPERATIONS ( 8 . 8 * )
TRANSPORT ( 5 . 2 * )
AUXILIARY ( 5 . 0 * )
K - 1 2  TEACHERS ( 4 7 . 3 * )
TABLE THIRTY THREE B: STAFF ALLOCATIONS
1 9 8 4  -  8 5
INSTRUCTION ( 1 7 . 0 * )
OPERATIONS ( 8 . 3 * )
TRANSPORT ( 5 . 3 * )
AUXILIARY ( 5 . 1 * )
K - 1 2  TEACHERS ( 4 5 . 3 * )
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The Department of Education report cited above lists 
the total student to school staff ratio in Nevada as eleven 
to one (11.4 to 1). This study computes the total staff to 
student ratio in Clark County as twelve to one (12.6 to 1), 
indicating that Clark County does indeed have less support 
staff than most other public schools in the country. The 
D.O.E. report lists the teacher to pupil ratio as 1 to 20.3 
in Nevada, while this study reports the teacher to pupil 
ratio in Clark County to be one to twenty one (1 to 21.2), 
if special education students and teachers are included in 
the ratio. If consistency is to be maintained, then the 
definition of both "teacher," and "student," must not be 
altered. This study compares the ratio between regular 
classroom teachers and students enrolled in the traditional 
K-12 instructional program. With consistency of terms 
maintained, the teacher to student ratio was, in 1950, one 
to twenty one, (1 to 21), rising to one to thirty one (1 to 
31.2) by 1958, and leveling off to one to twenty six (1 to
27.7) by 1985.
The above highlights the lack of a universally accepted 
definition of terms in the field of education. This 
represents a major problem in comparing public school 
programs from district to district in the United States.
Even so, this weakness does not make national statistics 
meaningless. The D.O.E. report concluded that Nevada had 
less staff than most other public schools. A rigid use of 
terms might move Nevada a place or two in rank comparison
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with other States, but no radical movement would occur as 
deviations from the norm tend to cancel each other out. 
Finally, whatever weakness that exists in national 
statistics due to a lack of standards in reporting data, has 
no bearing on the data derived from this study. This study 
has maintained, due to the structure of the LOTUS 123 
computer program used to analyze data, a constant definition 
of terms throughout. Therefore any reported change from 
year to year is due to a change in resource allocation and 
not the idiosyncratic use of language.
To continue with the analysis of staff use in Clark 
County public schools, in 1950 the overall administrative 
staff to classroom teacher ratio was one to nine. At 
consolidation, the ratio fell to one to six. By 1985, the 
administrative staff to classroom teacher ratio had fallen 
to three and one half to one. The ratio of building level 
administrative employees to classroom teachers was, in 1985, 
one to six. Tables Thirty Four and Thirty Five on page 122 
illustrates Administrative Intensity in the public school 
from 1950 to 1985.
When comparing student to teacher ratios, care must be 
taken to keep all factors constant, such as teaching 
assignment and number of periods taught per day. Prior to 
consolidation only three types of teachers existed in the 
county, regular K-8 elementary classroom teachers, 9-12 
secondary classroom teachers, and secondary vocational
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teachers. In general, K-B teachers taught six periods per 
day and high school teachers taught five periods per day. 
Without discussing the merits of eq.ual preparation time, by 
1985, although parity had not been reached for all teachers, 
sufficient extra staff had been hired to allow all teachers 
some preparation time. The existence of special education 
programs with lower teacher to pupil ratios also tends to 
distort historical comparisons. Accordingly, teacher to 
student ratios are cited in two ways to demonstrate that one 
of the costs of preparation periods is higher teacher to 
student ratios.
The total teacher to student ratio prior to 
consolidation hovered around one to twenty five (1 to 25). 
When the district experienced a period of rapid growth in 
the 1960's, the ratio grew to one to thirty (1 to 30). Since 
the 1970's, with the addition of ancillary teachers to staff 
for preparation periods and additional special education 
teachers, the student to teacher ratio, when all teachers 
are set against all students, has fallen steadily to a low 
of one to twenty one (1 to 21.3).
However a different picture emerges when regular 
classroom K-12 teachers are compared to the total student 
body. The purpose of this ratio is to enumerate the number 
of additional students assigned to each class as the 
aforementioned programs are implemented. The student to 
total classroom teacher ratio remained about even with the 
number of regular classroom teachers until the mid sixties.
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In 1965 the ratios were one to twenty five (1 to 25) and one 
to twenty seven (1 to 27). As the ratio for total teachers 
fell from one to twenty five {1 to 25) to one to twenty one 
<1 to 21) by 1985, the ratio of students to regular 
classroom teachers increased from one to twenty seven (1 to 
27) to one to twenty eight (1 to 20) by 1985. Of course 
these ratios are a district-wide averages. In many 
classrooms today, the teacher to student ratio is in excess 
of one to thirty five (1 to 35). Tables Thirty Six and 
Thirty Seven on page 125 illustrate the variations in the 
teacher pupil ratios.
Some of the failure of the classroom teacher to 
maintain student to teacher ratios, and salary parity with 
the cost of living index, must be borne by those individuals 
who negotiated contracts which allowed the increase of 
preparation time. Special Education programs, as 
demonstrated above, have been funded by appropriate 
increases in the total school budget. While these programs 
are expensive to the taxpayer and may be questionable in the 
light of public school objectives, special education has not 
withdrawn moneys from the individual classroom teacher. On 
the other hand, given that the school fund for traditional 
programs has more than doubled since 1956, it could be 
argued that the district has the funds for sufficient 
preparation time, to improve the quality of instruction 
offered to students during the remaining five periods, 
without penalizing the individual teacher.
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Implications
A study of the staffing patterns in the Clark County 
schools reveals a significant change in the use of human 
resources. The K-12 teacher to support staff ratio was 
three and a half to one (3.5 to 1) in 1950. By 1985 the
number of people employed by the district in support of the
traditional school program had increased to a ratio of one 
to one < 1 to 1). Yet, Clark County has less support staff 
than almost all other public schools in the United States. 
The U.S. Department of Education ranks Nevada forty third 
out of fifty states in the ratio of staff to students with 
eleven (11.4 to 1) students per adult in Nevada's public 
schools (USDE, 1986). Clark County public schools have a 
student to adult ratio of twelve to one (12.4 to 1). Only 
three States (Utah, 14 to 1; Texas, 13.2 to 1); and Idaho,
13 to 1), have a student to staff ratio that is higher than
Clark County's. But this does not speak to the number of
teachers and support staff that are needed to provide a 
quality educational program for students. Given the three 
hundred and fifty percent increase in support staff per 
student in Clark County since 1950 and the wide variation in 
student to staff ratios in the United States (Wyoming has a 
ratio of 6.8 to 1), there appears to be no accepted standard 
for staffing public schools. An additional study should be 
undertaken to determine the optimal student to staff ratio 
for a quality educational program.
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An Analysis of the Budget Expressed in Cost Per Teacher 
One interesting way of looking at the budget is to 
consider each part of the district's operation in terms of 
cost to each classroom teacher, as though each as a 
"professional" purchased the supplies and services he needed 
to maintain his client relationship with his students. These 
costs are presented in current 1985 dollars because no 
attempt is made here to compare these costs from year to 
year. By considering the school costs in this way it is 
hoped that the reader will see the cost of public education 
in individual terms, and perhaps, in terms of what like 
services can be purchased for in the community market place. 
The first rationale for this approach is based upon the 
premise that the only purpose of the public school is to 
provide instruction to individual students. Any 
noninstructional expense therefore, to some degree, 
withdraws moneys from instruction and should only be 
considered, however desirable it might be, after all 
instructional programs have been adequately funded. The 
debatable point is the term "adequate." Whatever that might 
be, this study demonstrates that the district is today, 
expending less effort upon instruction than in the years 
prior to, and just after consolidation.
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The second rationale for this approach is the free 
market concept that only individual consumers can most 
efficiently determine how resources should be used. While a 
given teacher may accept a "free" service, such as central 
purchasing of instructional supplies, if the service 
releases the teacher from the paper work of order forms, or 
the task of "shopping." However, the teacher may refuse the 
service if its true cost is presented in terms of less money 
for supplies or lower salary to the teacher. In this 
regard, the cost of the district's central purchasing 
department adds an estimated twenty percent (20.0k) of the 
cost for each supply item used by the classroom teacher.
Table Thirty Eight on page 129 is a pie graph of the 
cost of public education in terms of cost per teacher. The 
costs of constructing school buildings (bond funds) have 
been added to this graph because realistically, in the 
professional private economy, such costs are part of the 
schools operation. Consequently, the percents cited for 
each cost will be at variance with those cited in this paper 
which are based upon the operation budget alone.
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TABLE THIRTY EIGHT: COST PER TEACHER
CCSD Operating Budget Plus Building Fund Bond Payments
Operating
Line I tern Amount Percent Budget
$24,457.73 29.96« 35.82T<
$17,664.00 21.64% 25.87%
ADMINISTRATION
OTHER INSTRUCTION
AUXILIARY
TRANSPORTATION
OPERATIONS
MAINTENANCE
FIXED COSTS
K-12 TEACHER SALARY
BLDG COST W/BONDS
$8,982.13 11.00% 13.15%
$10,706.74 13.11% 15.67%
$2,703.69 3.31% 3.96%
$2,744.74 3.36% 4.02%
$6,407.50 7.85% 9.38%
$1,725.98 2.11% 2.53?f
$10,083.50 12.35% 14.77%
$24,457.73 29.96% 35.82%
$13,828.87 16.94% 0.70%
00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000  
TOTALS $81,640.87 100.00% 100.00%*
★Percents of total budget. Not adjusted for new programs.
TABLE THIRTY EIGHT: COST PER TEACHER
' In  1 9 8 5  N om ina l Dollors, Inc Bond Funds  
1984-85 Budget
ADMINISTRATION ( 1 1 .OR)
BLDG COST W /B O N D S  (1 8 .9 R )
INST NO SALARY (1 3 .1 % )
AUXIUARY (3 .3 % )  
TRANSPORTATION (3 .4 % )
TEACHER SAL (3 0 .0 % )
OPERATIONS (7 .8 % )
MAINTENANCE (2 .1 % )  
FIXED COST (1 2 .4 % )
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The Cost of Administration
In 1985 nominal dollars, for the school year 1984-85, 
the total cost of all support staff, including school 
administrative personnel, was $17,634.40 per classroom 
teacher. From this amount, the total cost of all 
administrative services was $8,983.13 per regular classroom 
teacher. As part of the cost of administration, the 
salaries paid to all administrators on the unified salary 
scale, amounts to $3,020.84 per teacher. Building level 
administrative personnel, including deans and secretarial 
help exist at a cost of $5,410.09 per teacher. Deans cost 
each secondary teacher $676.50. $148.29 per teacher is
expended for administrative supplies. Some of these supply 
items may be, however, shared with the classroom teacher. 
Each teacher also contributes $6.75 to buy books for various 
administrators. Since no central library exists to house 
these books once purchased, individual teachers have no 
formal access to books purchased by the district. The cost 
of automobilies for district administrators is $63.49 per 
teacher.
The Cost of Instructional Programs
In school year 1984-85, the instructional program costs 
each teacher $34,803.19. This includes the teacher's 
salary, preparation periods, special education, vocational 
programs, extra-curricular student activities and the cost 
of all books and supplies. The average classroom teacher in 
the 1984-85 school year, retained $24,457.73 from the cost
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of instruction as a personal salary. Special education 
programs cost each teacher $4,113.02 per year. $804.95 was 
expended to hire vocational teachers. $2,141.10 per class 
room teacher was used to staff for preparation periods. This 
cost is far less than the one fifth of the average teacher's 
salary of $4,891.55 because not all teachers are grafted 
full preparation time. Instructional supplies and books 
cost each teacher $1,439.71. The remaining $1,846.88 was 
expended for transportation, instructional equipment, 
television services, and other miscellaneous items. Health 
insurance, retirement contributions and other staff fixed 
costs are not included in the cost of instruction.
The Cost of Auxiliary Staff Services
Auxiliary staff services cost the classroom teacher 
$2,703.69. Of this amount, $860.20 purchased the services of 
a school librarian. Counseling services cost each teacher, 
district wide, $919.14, but this figure is too general to be 
valid, because clerical services and supplies are not 
included and because counselors are not generally available 
at the elementary level. Salaries alone, for secondary 
counseling services, cost each secondary teacher $1,795.47. 
The services of psychologists, social workers, nurses and 
health aides cost $730.30 per teacher. The remaining 
$194.05 is used for supplies for television, and film 
services.
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The Cost of Transportation Service
The cost of transportation, excluding administrative 
costs, totaled $2,744.74 per teacher. The total cost of 
student transportation, including administrative costs is 
$2,826.17 per teacher. Transportation supplies, excluding 
fuel, cost each teacher $794.60. About thirty percent of 
the students ride a school bus each day at a per student
cost of $344.12, or about $1.91 per day 
The Cost of Operating School Buildings
School operations cost each teacher $6,407.50. 
Electrical utilities cost $1,893.42 per teacher. Custodial 
and lawn service expended $3,215.15 of the cost of
operations per teacher. $265.85 of this amount is the cost
of administration for operations services and is not 
included in the above total. Operations supplies cost each 
teacher $185.93. The remaining $1,381.85 per teacher is 
used for additional utilities expenses. Of this amount, 
each teacher pays $195.30 per year for telephone calls, 
$349.64 for water, $421.69 for heat. $194.52 for sewer fees, 
and $220.70 for trash collection.
School Building Costs
Maintenance of buildings cost each teacher $1,725.98. 
Capital Improvements should be added to this amount since 
much of this fund is expended on real property. Such 
improvements cost each teacher $475.54. The district has 
8,229,076 square feet of building space. This is 2,561 
square feet of space per teacher of which, thirty five
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percent (35.14%) is used for classrooms. In addition the 
1984-85 budget contains, apart from the operating budget, 
$44,432,174 in building sites, capital projects and debt 
service funds. The total cost of operating and maintaining 
school buildings including the cost of financing and 
constructing buildings, but excluding utilities, and 
custodial and lawn services, is estimated from these numbers 
to be $13,828.87 per teacher, or about $5.40 per square foot 
per year for all building space district wide.
One junior high school has 108,966 square feet of 
building space. There is, in this building, classroom space 
for fifty teachers, or 2,179 square feet per teacher. 
However, the average classroom in this school, due to 
building design problems, has less than 800 square feet of 
space. The building was not designed as a cost effective 
traditional school building, consequently, only a little 
over a third of the facility is used for classrooms. The 
total cost per square foot of building space per teacher in 
the school, is estimated to be $6.35 per teacher. The cost 
of classroom space per teacher is estimated to be $17.29 per 
year, or about $1.92 per square foot per teacher per month. 
This is roughly double the going commercial rate for like 
building space in Las Vegas. An additional study of the 
true cost of usable building space for instructional 
purposes should be made. Unfortunately, it is unlikely that 
such a study, given the political and economic realities of 
bureaucratic organizations, will be attempted.
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Fixed Costs
Total fixed costs and insurance cost for each person 
who is employed by the Clark County School District, is 
$4,441.22. Of this amount $971.89 is used for health 
insurance, and $3,469.33 covers the cost of retirement 
programs, social security and industrial insurance. These 
individual costs are cited as total staff cost rather than 
as the cost per teacher. However, as the fixed costs that 
accrue to support staff have not been included elsewhere, 
one of the costs of a large support staff that must be 
considered is the fixed charge associated with personnel 
expense. The cost per teacher for support staff fixed 
charges is $5,352.12.
The question of fixed costs as employee benefits must 
be raised. Until 1980 the public schools in Nevada budgeted 
the cost of health and retirement programs and other 
insurance programs as a fixed cost to the district rather 
than as a benefit to individual employees. Since 1980 such 
costs have been considered as part of the salary package, 
inflating salary totals. The question here is, are fixed 
costs a benefit to individuals, or are such costs simply 
part of the cost to the organization?
In order to be of benefit to someone, an entity has to 
be used. Since over sixty-five percent of all teachers 
never retire under the Public Employees Retirement System, 
and ninety five percent of all employees never break even on 
their personal contributions to the cost of health care, it
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must be noted that fringe benefit programs only benefit a 
minority of the people who work for the district. Indeed 
the cost/benefit ratios in these programs are predicated 
upon the assumption that the vast majority will never 
benefit from the program. Even the Internal Revenue 
Service, who is noted for discovering and taxing all manner 
of individual income, does not consider these "benefit" 
programs to be income to the employee. Therefore, as long 
as state and local bureaucracies control such funds, and 
individuals are not allowed to control their retirement and 
health costs, staff fixed costs should continue to be 
considered a cost to the district and not a part of the 
teacher's compensation. This is not to say that such 
programs should not exist, only that this expense should be 
correctly classified.
Other Costs
$361.28 was expended for student activities supplies 
and transportation. Salary stipends to teachers for such 
activities are hidden in the total fund for teachers 
salaries.
Implications
The teacher, as an employee, is not overly concerned 
with the cost of the schools operation, being forced to 
accept whatever working conditions and or materials that are 
presented to him or her. (Any question by an employee 
concerning the availability of resources, or the use of 
resources, in this context, is considered disloyal.)
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However, the teacher, as a professional, is concerned 
with everything that impacts upon the conditions under which 
he teaches and the effect this has on the quality of the 
instructional program. As such the teacher must not only be 
concerned with the level of financial support available for 
instruction, but also with the use of resources that are 
made available to him. Resources includes time, physical 
property, books, and expendable materials. When considering 
the cost of each part of the school's budget we should ask, 
as a beginning, is this the most efficient use of these 
resources.
Finally, as a taxpayer and as a citizen, the teacher 
must also be concerned with the cost of education, for if 
the cost of the public school becomes clearly more expensive 
than the cost of "education," our clients may abandon us. If 
we do not use our resources wisely, we may find we have no 
resources at all.
The Cost of a Private School
Bishop Gorman High School is a Roman Catholic, liberal 
arts, college preparatory school in Clark County which 
enrolls 1100 students. The school is comparable in size to 
the Clark County School District's smaller high schools and 
ranks favorably academically with the public schools.
The teacher's salary schedule in 1985 was competitive 
with the public schools. The only measurable cost at Gorman 
which exceeds the public school was for library books. 
Perhaps this indicated a higher priority for academic
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learning. In 1985, Gorman budgeted seven dollars per 
student to the CCSD's two dollars and fifty cents per 
student. The teacher pupil ratio at Gorman is one to twenty 
one <1 to 21), and on the surface is identical to the public 
school's one to twenty one (1 to 21.3) ratio. However, the 
public school ratio includes special education programs 
which are staffed at a ratio of 1 to 10. When the 
instructional program is held constant (traditional program 
compared to traditional program), the teacher pupil ratio in 
the public school is in reality, one to twenty eight (1 to
27.7). Gorman is able to provide the average student with 
more teacher time at less cost than the CCSD. Conversely, 
Gorman could, by matching the teacher pupil ratio of the 
public school, provide a special education program. The 
teacher to total staff ratio explains why. Gorman has a 
teacher to staff ratio of one to eight (1 to 3), the public 
school ratio is one to one (1 to 1).
This high school, drawing students from the same 
population as the public schools, and employing a comparable 
teaching staff, is more like the county schools than it is 
different, except for the cost of the school. In school 
year 1985 - 1986, when the public schools operated at a cost 
of $2,900.00 per student, Gorman operated at an adjusted 
cost (adjusting the cost upward to allow a full salary for 
the seven clerics on the staff), of $2,200.00 per student. 
That the cost of the public school is thirty two percent 
(31.81%) higher than the parochial school, is significant.
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It is recognized that the cost of operating an 
elementary school is less costly than operating a secondary 
school. This makes the above analysis some what specious, 
because a K - 12 public school has been compared with a 
private secondary school. The CCSD budget documents do not 
allow a separation of elementary and secondary school costs, 
otherwise a comparison limited solely to the public and 
private secondary schools in Clark County would show more 
than a thirty two percent cost difference.
Recognizing this limitation, the following table 
compares the cost of Bishop Gorman High School with the 
public schools.
TABLE THIRTY NINE; COST COMPARISON
BUDGET CLASS CCSD GORMAN DIFFERENCE
Administration 16% 06% -10%
Instruction 50% 73% +23%
Mechanical 20% 10% -10%
Fixed Costs 14% 11% -03%
TOTAL 100% 100%
The cost of mechanical services at Gorman is five percent 
less than such costs for the public school due in part to 
the absence of school buses at the private school.
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Implications
An analysis of the cost of a private school that 
operates in the same market as the Clark County public 
schools was included in this study to suggest what the cost 
of public education might be if it were freed from the 
expense of central planning. This brief analysis suggested 
that the cost of a school that competes in the economy is 
significantly less than the existing public system, and 
suggests that an additional study should be undertaken 
relative to determining the most cost effective method of 
paying the cost of public education in Clark County.
Perhaps the public school has greater costs imposed 
upon it by Federal and State laws. If so, these costs, 
which have not been identified by the budget documents, need 
to be made public. The Federal and State laws that impose 
these costs should then be examined in the light of a cost 
benefit ratio to the community.
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CHAPTER 4 
Explaining History
Leopold von Ranke, a German historian of the nineteenth 
century, and the father of "scientific history," contended 
that history is brutal fact that happened and there exists a 
record of that fact. The historian's task then is to find 
that record, discard all bias, and to report what happened. 
Only in this way, could the historian claim to be scientific 
and satisfy the realist's demand for knowledge as pure fact. 
Von Ranke, in other words, believed that man can exactly 
know the past - provided the historian performs a scientific 
job of reconstruction. But even von Ranke could not hold to 
his idealism. His strong belief in the role of God in 
history, and the importance of Germany, allowed the father 
of scientific history to interpret history with a unique 
sense of order (Barzum, p.173 1962).
If the limits of historical research do not permit 
definitive conclusions, neither should the historian fail to 
offer the reader an interpretation of data that his efforts 
have unearthed. The reader then is free to judge for 
himself the appropriateness of the data and inferences 
derived there from.
140
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Five Research Questions.
The presentation of the research to support this paper 
is centered around five questions concerning the purpose of 
public schools. This research is an attempt to discover 
whether or not the organizational structure of the schools 
has been allowed to drift from the public's expectations of 
their schools as revealed by the elected school board's 
stated goals and objectives. To summarize, the research 
first concluded that the goals and objectives of the Clark 
County Board of Trustee had not changed since 1950. The 
essential goal of the public schools in the United States 
provide children with an equal education to enable their 
full participation in the community. Any change that 
occurred in the structure of the schools can not be 
attributed to a change of the school board's goals and 
objectives. Nevertheless, the research demonstrated that 
seven fundamental changes have occurred in the operation of 
the public schools and that all district activities except 
the instructional program have seen significant increases in 
funding. The next question concerned the public will to 
support its schools, and the research demonstrated, in 
constant dollars and in cost per student, the taxpayers have 
increased their support of the schools by two hundred and 
five percent (205%) since 1950. The increase in school 
funding enabled public education to add special education 
programs, instructional television, establish a health 
insurance and retirement program for school employees, and
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still funding for the traditional program more than doubled 
(114.5%). Yet the instructional program was denied these 
funds. Clearly, the district had the funds to enhance the 
instructional program, but it chose not to do so. Finally, 
the research demonstrated the extent of fund transfer within 
the budget and documented that teacher unionization and 
collective bargaining was only able to slow the transfer of 
funds out of the instructional program.
Three Questions
Diane Ravitch (1983), asked three similar questions 
regarding the extent of change in U.S. public schools. (See 
page 23.) To paraphrase Ravitch: Have school boards, 
parents, and teachers been preempted in their authority over 
education? Is the business of public schools still the 
education of children? Has Federal and State law altered 
the structure of the schools to the detriment of their 
original purpose?
The answer to Ravitch's first question is simply yes. 
Decision making authority in the schools lies solidly with 
the collective school bureaucracy. Individual parents, 
teachers, school board members, or school administrators 
have no authority over the system as a whole. Decisions 
regarding curriculum, assignment of resources, or selection 
of program are made collectively and meet no individual 
need. (Unless the occasion provides an opportunity for a 
bureaucratic manager to maximize his self interest.)
Granted, individuals may persuade a given administrator to
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adjust the application of a policy, or if sufficient numbers 
of people march on the citadel, at least the appearance of 
change can be forced. But as Myron Lieberman has so clearly 
stated, all efforts to reform U.S. public schools, to make 
the system responsive to the needs of individuals, are "dead 
on arrival." "The reform movement does not recognize the 
fact that many groups can block reform and have a strong 
reason to do so, whereas no agency has the power by itself 
to achieve reforms" (Lieberman, 1986, p. 20). No system 
exists, like that in a free market economy, to satisfy 
personal preference, because bureaucratic systems are 
founded upon the assumption that individuals, parents, 
administrators, teachers, and students, are not capable of 
choosing for themselves. No individual or group, neither 
the school board, the community, nor the teachers, has 
demanded that the instructional program receive a smaller 
percentage of the funds available to the schools. Moreover, 
bureaucratic systems do not allow individual bureau managers 
to control the system. Bureaucratic systems, in short, are 
systems without check, balance, or control.
Is the business of public schools still the education 
of children? The answer is yes, but just barely. In the 
1950's over seventy percent (72.2% in 1951-52) of school 
resources were allocated to the direct instruction of 
children. In 1985 just over fifty percent (50.95%) was 
given over to instruction. When the traditional school 
budget is considered without the Federal and State mandated
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special education and welfare programs, fifty six percent 
(56.4%) of the remaining budget is used for the instruction 
of children. Given this trend, the day will soon come when 
less than half of the school's resources will be used for 
instruction. When that occurs, instruction will no longer 
be the school's raison d'etre.
Have Federal and State laws altered the structure of 
the schools? The answer, based upon the premise, that the 
expenditure of funds reveals the essence of any organiza­
tion, appears to be no. After deducting the cost of manda­
ted programs, the total budget available for traditional 
programs has more than doubled, yet the percentage of funds 
allocated for instruction have been reduced by over forty 
percent.
This research has only considered the changes in 
financial distribution of funds within the school's budget, 
and not the application of school law. However, the enact­
ment of law in this country is a reaction to an expressed 
need by some element of society. If local schools were 
meeting those needs, no one would have considered using the 
legal process. If anything. Federal and State law has been 
used to force the school bureaucracy to meet the needs of 
individual students, parents, and teachers that were being 
ignored by the system. Perhaps Federal and State laws have 
been a restricting force, not upon the instructional 
program, but upon intrusion of the bureaucracy into the 
classroom. To argue that elected governments lack the
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wisdom to question the practices of appointed officials, is 
to place oneself beyond the pale of democratic government. 
The structure of the traditional school program has changed, 
but it has not been forced to change by the people. 
Explaining Change
The data presented in this study demonstrates that the 
direct instruction of children no longer receives the 
attention it once received in Clark County. The question is 
why? There are three possible answers.
First, many within the educational profession claim 
that the elected school boards were required to neglect the 
traditional instructional program by Federal and State law, 
by pressure from the teachers' union, and a community demand 
for more noninstructional services from the school. From a 
financial viewpoint, this study demonstrates that sufficient 
funds were added to the budget to pay for mandated changes 
in the school program and that the negotiations process has 
at best, only slowed the erosion of funds available for 
instruction.
The second choice is based upon perceived demographic 
changes in the community, and if accepted as valid, negates 
the vary existence of public schools in the United States. 
This interpretation is based upon the uncritical acceptance 
of the assumption that today's youth has been corrupted by 
drugs and television, that parents no longer care for the 
quality of their children's education, and that teachers and 
school administrators are no longer scholars who have any
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concern for the quality of the instructional program. It is 
not within the scope of this paper to refute the allegations 
upon which this assumption is based although it can be 
easily done. It is sufficient to point out that if we, as 
parents, educators, or elected representatives accept these 
negative interpretations of man, we must reject the 
philosophical premise upon which democracy and the U.S. 
Constitution are based, and which also form the foundation 
for the public schools as stated by the school board's 
objectives. If we reject these concepts, we have no 
justification for the existence of our public schools. The 
business of the public schools is to instruct all students 
in the skills that are critical to a democratic society.
This study offers a third interpretation that explains 
the steady decline of the importance of the instructional 
program. This interpretation is much more compassionate and 
hopeful. It does not place blame upon a negative anti 
democratic interpretation of man, or upon external legal 
pressures that forced the reallocation of public moneys.
This interpretation of data is based upon an economic theory 
developed by William Niskanen and others, called the theory 
of supply by bureaus. It simply says that man will always 
maximize his own best interest, and therefore, bureaucratic 
organizations cannot, by their nature, deliver efficient 
service. The theory of supply by bureaus predicts the 
steady growth of a bureaucratic organization in the Clark 
County School District until the discrepancy between cost
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and level of service offered to the community becomes so 
great, the public will conclude that bureaucratically 
controlled public education is no longer in their personal 
interest, and either close the schools or force a reform. 
Administrative Responsibility
Nothing stated or implied in this paper should be 
construed as a condemnation of past or present managers of 
the public schools. Public education in the United States 
was founded to support a free democratic society, as the 
school board statements of philosophy suggest. This 
society, (Kristol, 1983; Spitz, 1982; Dunn, 1979; et. al.) 
makes certain basic assumptions regarding the ability of man 
to choose for himself in matters of religion, politics, 
economics, and social structure. Bureaucratic systems, 
however, are founded upon a less optimistic view of human 
nature. Therefore, if our society believes people to be 
competent, any failure of the schools as a system lies not 
with parents, students, teachers, or the managers of the 
schools, but in the structure of the system itself.
Moreover, this research demonstrates that the bureaucratic 
structure of public school is new to public education. It 
did not exist in Clark County prior to the consolidation of 
the school districts.
School Administrators then, are as much a victim of the 
system as they are its perpetrators. Stated in economic 
terms, bureaus fail because, as a system, the bureau does 
not recognize economic motivation. Buchanan suggested: "If
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men should cease and desist from their talk about and their 
search for evil men and commence to look instead at the 
institutions manned by ordinary people, wide avenues for 
genuine social reform might appear" (Tullock, P. 149, 1975). 
The application of economic theory to a study of the 
economics of education suggests that individual school 
administrators should not be held responsible for the 
structure of the schools or the distribution of school funds 
within the budget. Indeed, the structure of the 
bureaucratic system is so designed that responsibility is 
collectively, not individually held. In other words, the 
system allows no one to be responsible for the actions of 
the public schools.
Niskanen's Theory of Supply by Bureaus and the Clark County 
School District
Niskanen developed his economic theory of supply by 
bureaus around three points, (1) Distinguishing 
Characteristics of Bureaus; (2) Bureaus and their 
Environment; and (3) the Bureaucrat's Maximand. It seems 
clear from the description of a bureau offered in Chapter 
Two, that public education is indeed bureaucratically 
controlled. The following will attempt to compare 
Niskanen's theory to those aspects of public school 
organization not previously discussed to determine its fit 
to public education.
Regardless of personal competence, school administra­
tive personnel, because they exist in a bureaucratic
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environment, tend to become nonprofit maximizers. Their 
purpose is not to create or conserve wealth, or to provide a 
service to satisfy the school's clients, but to enforce 
policy. This predetermines that the men and women who work 
in this environment will tend to behave in a highly 
prescribed manner. If accurate, the theory of supply by 
bureaus predicts that a bureaucratic organization cannot 
achieve the original stated purposes of a public school.
Without the guidance of client/customer satisfaction, 
and the efficient use of time and materials that produce 
profit for the commercial firm, the school administrator 
must rely upon district policies and regulations for 
performance standards. For example the Clark Countv School 
District Administrative Organization Handbook (1978), 
contains job descriptions for all administrative personnel. 
The job descriptions contain verbs such as Administer, 
Supervise, Coordinate, Direct, Assist, Develop, Plan, 
Represent, Serve, and Fulfill. Also included are verb 
phrases as. Identify Criteria, Establish Procedures, 
Disseminate Information, Enforce Policies, Assume 
Responsibilities, Provide Leadership, Consult With, Interact 
With, and Monitor and Report. No where in the job 
descriptions is any phrasing that relates to meeting the 
educational goals of individual students, their parents, or 
society at large. Neither is their any suggestion of the 
importance of instruction in the overall educational system. 
There is no suggestion that the purpose of the school
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management might be to provide service to client teachers, 
or students. Clearly, the administrator might receive 
positive evaluations if he provided no service at all for 
the instruction of children. Therefore, it is easier for 
the school administrator, as long as he follows policy, to 
maximize a wide range of activities other than efficient 
behavior or client satisfaction.
Because school administrators cannot maximize 
efficiency in the use of school resources, effective 
instructional programs, or client satisfaction, the 
administrator can only maximize his salary and the other 
prerequisites of his office. Therefore administrative 
salaries tend to rise faster than inflation. While salaries 
paid to suppliers of labor for a bureau tend to be more 
stable or to fall behind the rate of inflation. The 
following table illustrates the above point.
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TABLE FORTY:
COMPARATIVE SALARY TABLE: 1950 to 1985 EXPRESSED IN 1967 $
Title 1950 1985 Percent Change
Super i ntendent $10,056 $24,053 +139.2%
Admin. Secretary $ 4,897 $ 9,303 + 90.1%
Maintenance Director $ 5,825 $15,740 +170.2%
Asst. Super i ntendent $ 6,053 $19,125 +216.0%
High School Principal $ 7,365 $15,962 +116.7%
Beginning Teacher $ 3,960 $ 4,805 + 21.3%
Senior Teacher $ 6,207 $ 7,627 + 22.9%
Custodian $ 3,336 $ 5,183 + 55.7%
NOTE: When considering the above table, recall that revenue
to the district as expressed in 1967 dollars and in
cost per student increased 
percent (205%).
two hundred and five
COMPARATIVE SALARY TABLE: 1967 to 1985 EXPRESSED IN 1967 $
Title 1967 1985 Percent Change
Superintendent $30,000 $24,053 - 19.8%
Adm i n . Secretary $ 8,860 $ 9,308 + 5.1%
Maintenance Director $15,612 $15,740 + . 8%
Asst. Superintendent $19,000 $19,124 + . 6%
High School Principal $15,860 $15,962 + . 3%
Beginning Teacher $ 6,000 $ 4,805 - 19.9%
Senior Teacher $10,200 $ 7,627 — 25.3%
Custodian $ 5,057 $ 5,183 + 2.5%
NOTE: When considering this table, recall that revenue to
the district as expressed in 1967 dollars and in cost 
per student increased one hundred and sixteen percent 
(116.0%)
NOTE:
NOTE:
The superintendent's salary was capped in 1971 by 
Nevada State law.
During this period the teacher/pupil ratio increased. 
During this period the teacher/support staff ratio 
decreased.
That bureaucratic organization tend to promote 
interests other than those expressed by the purpose of the 
organization is clearly expressed in the funds allocated for 
school books. Funds made available for student textbooks, 
library books and instructional supplies also declined
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because, according to the economic theory submitted in 
support of this paper, district administrators are not 
interested in promoting another department's (i.e. a 
school's) budget. (To suggest otherwise, is to suggest that 
school district's central office administrators have ignored 
state and national standards, and have deliberately withheld 
books from children.)
The 1385 Nevada State Legislature recognizing this 
failure of the new organizational structure of Nevada's 
public schools, (the bureaucratic system), mandated that 
state funds be expended for textbooks. However, if the 
legislature were to carry this practice to its logical 
conclusion, it would attempt to construct the entire school 
budget. This practice would remove the allocation of funds 
even farther from those whose primary interest is the 
instruction of children.
Personal Adaptations to Bureaucratic Public Schools
The three major groups which impact upon the bureau's 
environment are present in public education. The school 
administration must contend with a sponsor (the school 
board), suppliers of labor and material (teachers, 
classified support staff, and vendors of supplies), and 
clients (students and their parents). If administrators 
maximize personal interest beyond the scope of purpose of 
the school, what do the sponsors, suppliers, and clients of 
the bureau maximize?
The school board (the sponsor) relies upon the school
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administrative staff for information about the school and 
grants the bureau a monopoly to supply service for the 
board. In a process called entropy, or control loss, the 
administrative staff may withhold or tailor information in 
order to influence the board's decisions. In response to 
the bureau's reports, the board may accept the information, 
or it may, in an expression of dissatifaction with some 
aspect of the schools operation, vote to withdraw funds from 
some part of the bureau or simply replace its chief 
executive officer. Elected school board members tend to 
take a public position on those issues that will enhance 
their likelihood of reelection, or meet some other special 
interest. Otherwise, given the size and scope of the 
school, the board members do not have time to give full 
attention to all aspects of the school's operation and must 
rely upon the guidance of the bureau.
Teachers and nonadministrative staff members (the 
suppliers of labor for the bureau), tend to maximize their 
interest in a variety of ways. If the teacher is fortunate 
to work in a school where ’ch=» principal allows sufficient 
latitude and protection from the central office 
interference, the teacher may elect to react professionally 
to his client's needs. However, teachers are not expected 
to do so because they are considered to be employees, who 
are expected to follow instructions, rather than 
professionals who meet the needs of individual 
client/students. Teachers are not allowed to participate in
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most school decisions since most of these matters are 
considered by the school bureaucracy to be nonnegotiable. 
Even so the teacher has a variety of options available to 
him to maximize his professional interest. He can try to 
become a "professional" teacher, ignore the school 
administration as much as possible, and devote his full 
attention to the instruction of his students. The teacher 
may also work to change the system (usually through a union 
or professional association), so that it will become more 
responsive to client needs. He may elect to overtly 
challenge bureaucratic interference through union 
negotiations and through the legal grievance process.
This choice is hazardous for the individual but it has, over
time, won a degree of protection for the teachers as a
group. For example, the concept of the right of due process
was unknown in education prior to the mid 1960's.
The career teacher more often will choose a covert 
course of action. He may elect to purchase part of his own 
instructional materials if the system can not meet his 
needs. He may give the appearance of compliance with policy 
and mandated instructional programs, doing his best to meet 
the needs of his clients by working around the system. But 
if the teacher is lazy or overburdened with administrative 
interference, he may elect to become passive toward the 
needs of his students and administrative demands and 
maximize his interest in an area of his life away from the 
school. In any event, within ten years, two thirds of the
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teachers will decide their interests lie beyond the 
classroom and leave the field.
The teacher, should he choose to continue working for 
the district, can also maximize his interest by attempting 
to find a sponsor and become part of a bureaucratic network. 
If successful, he will, at a minimum, receive preferential 
treatment as a classroom teacher and may nurture the hope of 
finding a position as a minor bureaucrat. The teacher may 
choose some combination of the above choices, but if his 
survival strategies are not successful, he will follow the 
majority of his colleagues and leave public education.
One socially accepted method of maximizing personal 
interest is in salary earned by the individual. Although it 
is not understood by most educators, salaries for teachers 
and administrators are not determined by market forces, but 
rather are administrated prices established by the monopsony 
power of the school administration (King, 1979). 
Consequently, salaries are frequently set below market 
levels. Typically of a bureaucratic system, public schools 
do not equate salary earned with any measurable system of 
production or client satisfaction. Without a measurable 
system upon which to compensate the teacher for his 
services, public schools rely upon a static salary schedule. 
The salary schedule is based on two considerations. The 
first assumes that advanced education and experience are the 
hallmarks of a superior teacher, although teaching 
assignments are not based on this assumption. Consequently,
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teachers maximize their interest by working to amass 
sufficient college "credits," frequently at the lowest 
possible price in both money and effort, in order to advance 
on the salary schedule. However, it can not be a positive 
influence upon the school program to equate "education" with 
"credits earned".
The second consideration addressed by the traditional 
teacher salary schedule is an effort to maintain a stable 
teaching staff. Teachers, so long as they choose to remain 
in the "profession" are discouraged from exercising their 
right of contract by refusing the bureau's salary offer and 
accepting a competing offer from another district. Frequent 
moves to other school districts may cost the career teacher 
as much as ten thousand dollars a year because teachers are 
not allowed "credit" for more than four years previous 
experience. Teachers are thus heavily penalized by the 
structure of the salary schedule for seeking employment in 
neighboring school districts. (See Appendix C.>
Because teachers are discouraged by the system from 
maximizing their interest either as a professional, or by 
determining income through personal effort, the system 
contributes to a hemorrhage of teachers from the profession. 
The true cost of teacher leaving has not been determined by 
this research. But public education's inability to retain 
qualified teachers has been well documented (U.S. DOE, 1983 
p. 203). Considering that the majority of public school 
teachers are educated at state expense, that less than a
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third of qualified graduates even attempt to teach, and that 
most of these people abandon the classroom as soon as 
possible, the cost to the taxpayer must be exorbitant. The 
taxpayer must pay for the cost of educating nine teachers 
for every three teachers induced into a classroom, and then
see two thirds of these teachers quit the field.
One consequence of the administrators monopsony power 
to set salaries below market rates, is that in time, market 
forces prevail, and a shortage of teachers develops. When 
this occurs, school administrators react, as they did in Los 
Angeles in the fall of 1985, by lowering the standards for 
teacher licensing, thus increasing the pool of available, 
though less qualified teachers (Education Week, Sept 4, 1985 
p. 1). Secretary of Education William J. Bennett said in 
March of 1986 regarding the shortage of teachers: "I believe 
that, generally, the key to bringing more and better 
teachers to our schools is to open up the profession." "We
should not bar capable men and women from our schools 
because they do not possess this paper credential or that" 
(Las Vegas Sun March 14, 1986, p. 8A). Bennett's remark 
ignores the simple economic fact that if a "certified" 
teacher can significantly increase his pay by leaving the 
career of his choice, a capable individual with similar 
qualifications, and no interest in teaching, has little 
incentive to enter the field.
The public school's clients, students and their parents 
tend to take advantage of whatever service the school
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provides that meets their individual needs. Some ten 
percent of the students work to become part of an elite 
corps of students who are admitted to various honors 
programs and special classes. But because the school's 
clients are denied any effective voice in determining school 
services, the majority of the student body becomes passive 
toward the school and all other school offerings or 
requirements are given minimal attention.
The current Clark County School District high school 
attendance policy constitutes a good example of the client's 
ability to maximize their own interest, albeit in a manner 
which may seem at first consideration to be self defeating. 
The attendance policy clearly expresses that instruction is 
measured in time in attendance and not in skill or knowledge 
gained. The student is allowed to be absent eighteen days 
each semester. On the nineteenth day, (unless the student's 
parents are skillful negotiators), the student is expelled 
without credit for the remainder of the semester. The 
students react economically, and "purchase" their 
"schooling" at the lowest possible price, the least number 
of days in attendance required by the system. Consequently, 
on any given day, Clark County High Schools have more 
students absent than at a time prior to the enactment of the 
policy (Las Vegas Review Journal, February 11,1985 p.2B).
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other Consequences of a Bureaus Impact Upon Public 
Schools.
As students and parents are not allowed a choice of 
school, teacher, or in most cases, program, school 
administrators are denied a reliable method of evaluating 
teachers or programs. Administrators then rely upon staff 
networks, or observable policy compliance when writing 
evaluations. Consequently, programs, such as career 
education, academically talented programs, or a new 
mathematics program come and go without noticeable effect 
upon the school. Merit pay proposals are regarded with 
suspicion by teachers because of this lack of measurable 
evaluation in a bureaucracy, and are soon discarded for the 
same reasons that curricular reforms are short lived.
Except for the classroom teacher's ability to ignore 
the school bureaucracy, and continue to meet his client's 
(students and their parents) instructional needs in a 
"professional" way, regardless of the level of 
administrative support or interference he receives, it seems 
clear that the structure of the public school meets 
Niskanen's definition of a bureaucracy and that it conforms 
to the expected performance of a bureau. Therefore, this 
system of organization which does not function according to 
public expectations, is characterized by rising costs which 
exceed inflation, and is politically and economically 
inconsistent with the philosophical principles upon which 
the United States was founded, constitutes a danger to 
public education by it's continued existence.
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After Word
Another economic theory developed by the Austrian 
School of Economics seems pertinent at this point to explain 
the failure of bureaucratic organizations to perform as 
desired. Sven Rydenfelt explains;
A fundamental idea (developed by) F.A. Hayek, is 
that economic realities are sufficiently complex to 
make our knowledge of them bound to be limited. 
Because of these inevitable limitations, our 
opportunities for intervening in the market and 
directing economic development also are limited.
Very often the results of intervention will be quite 
other than the results aimed for: (Rydenfelt, 1983 
p. 21).
Education is, of course, a complex endeavor and is one 
of the major industries in any modern community. It is also 
one of the major tools of economic development. Therefore 
"socialist central planning" in this field is no more 
successful than it is in any other complex economic 
endeavor.
This research demonstrates that bureaucratic controlled 
public schools are a new phenomenon in Clark County. 
Following the predicted outcomes of a bureaucratic 
organization, public schools then must become increasingly 
costly and less responsive to expressed or implied public or 
individual needs for educational services. The bureaucratic 
structure of the public school has stymied the numerous 
efforts to reform or restructure the public schools in the 
last thirty five years. In that these efforts have been, in 
Myron Lieberman's words, "Dead on Arrival," it is unlikely
160
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
that the public school can be changed within the context of 
a bureaucratic structure. It seems likely that the 
continued growth of the bureaucracy will force the cost of 
public schools to rise faster than the cost of providing 
educational services for the community until either the 
public forces the public school to reorganize back into its 
traditional nonbureaucratic, market responsive system, or it 
concludes that public education is costly luxury that can 
not deliver expected educational services, and votes to put 
an end to this public expense.
END
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APPENDIX A
Twelve Major National Reports on the Status of Education.
(NSEA. 1983)
Adler, Mortimer, The Paideia Proposal
American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education,
The Teacher Training Sequence
The Carnegie Corporation, Education and Economic Progress 
Toward a National Educational Policy
The Carnegie Foundation, High School: A Report on American 
Secondary Education
Coleman, James, Effective School Research
The College Entrance Examination Board, Academic 
Preparation for College
The Education Commission of the States, Action for 
Excellence
Goodlad, John, A Place Called School
The National Association of Secondary School Principals,
A Celebration of teaching: High Schools in the 1980's
The National Commission on Education, A Nation at Risk
The National Education Association, Excellence in 
Education; A Teacher Action Plan
Twentieth Century Fund, Making the Grade
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APPENDIX B
Adapting The LOTUS 1-2-3 Computer Program To A Thirty 
Five Year Financial Study Of a Public School System
The data regarding the expenditure patterns of the 
Clark County public schools are recorded in the Annual 
Reports of the Superintendent of Instruction. The school 
budget documents use a numeric coding system to classify 
expenditures by type. The primary task here is to develop 
the computer formulas necessary to enter and extract each 
expenditure by it's code number. However, because the 
public schools have not been consistent throughout the 
period of the study in their use of number codes, a 
secondary task was to develop a consistent coding system and 
to reclassify thirty five years of budget documents.
The new coding system used in this study is based on 
Handbook II; Revised, developed by the U.S. Department of 
Education (DHEN 1973). Handbook II conforms to the 
accounting principles which "adhere to most of the criteria 
used by commercial accounting systems." However its 
application by the CCSD is not precise in that instruction 
and other costs are intermingled. Therefore a consistent 
code was developed that compiled like expenditures for 
comparison. For example. Object 610, "supplies," is too 
general a classification. Therefore in this study, 610 was 
changed to 612, "Instructional Supplies;" 614, "Transporta­
tion Supplies;" and so on, using the ten divisions of the 
older classification system.
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The main ten budgetary functions used in this study
are;
(000) DEFERRED APPROPRIATIONS AND MISCELLANEOUS ACCOUNTS,
(100) ADMINISTRATION
(200) INSTRUCTION
(300) AUXILIARY
(400) TRANSPORTATION
(500) OPERATIONS
(600) MAINTENANCE
(700) FIXED COST AND INSURANCE
(800) STUDENT ACTIVITIES
(900) CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
These ten "Functions" correspond to the ten divisions 
in the older School Accounting Manual(1977 Nevada Department 
of Education).
Data were then plotted over a thirty five year period 
to show change. In order to hold data constant, all numbers 
were changed into 1967 constant dollars to allow for 
inflation, and expressed as a cost per student, to allow for 
growth in the size of the school district. Data were then 
converted into percentages, ratios, or cost per factor, in 
order to show change from year to year. In addition to 
"percent of total budget," data for the ten Budget Functions 
was developed for percentage of the budget expended for 
Total Staff, Building Administration, K-12 Classroom 
Teachers, Ancillary Teachers (Teachers added to staff for 
preparation periods). Vocational Teachers, Total Teachers, 
Total Support Staff, Total Staff Fixed Costs, The Purchasing 
Department Costs, Electrical Power, Administrator Salary 
(Unified Scale), Student Transportation, Gardeners and 
Custodians, Librarians, Television, Travel & Mileage, Office 
Supplies, Administrators Supplies, Instructional Supplies,
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Operations Supplies, Maintenance Supplies, Total Maintenance 
and Custodial Persons, Books-Administration, Textbooks, 
Library Books, Total Supplies and Equipment, Federal Funds 
for Library Materials, Total Operating Budget, Total Budget, 
and Actual Expenditures. Data were then selected from the 
above budget classifications for comparison in the text of 
the study.
Data were then taken from the budget to illustrate 
changes in salary paid to different individuals and groups 
of people. This information was then converted into 1967 
constant dollars to show relative changes in the importance 
the district attached to different occupational specialties 
utilized to deliver the instructional program to children. 
The salary schedules selected represent a cross section of 
occupational specialties in the field of education. A 
second criteria used for selection was the existence of the 
job title over the thirty five period of the study. For the 
years prior to consolidation, salary schedules from the Las 
Vegas Unified High School District were used.
Two groups of teachers were selected, a Beginning 
Classroom Teacher ( B.A. Step 1), and a Senior Classroom 
Teacher (M.A. Step 10). From the unified salary scale, the 
Superintendent of Schools, the Business Agent, the Director 
of Transportation, the Director of Maintenance, the 
Facilities "Superintendent," a Curriculum "Superintendent" 
(for Elementary Services), Elementary School Principal, and 
High School Principal were used. From the classified
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employees, the following job classifications were selected. 
Superintendent's Secretary, Elementary School Secretary, 
High School Secretary, School Custodian, and Bus Driver. 
When individual salaries paid in a given year could be 
identified, that salary was cited. If not, the salary for 
the group of individuals was use and an average salary was 
cited.
Ratio data was developed and expressed as 
Student-Teacher Ratios, and as Administrative Intensity. 
Ratios were used to show changes in staffing patterns over 
the years as the relative importance of various kinds of 
work changed over the years of the study. "Cost" data was 
expressed as. Cost/teacher. Cost/Student, and Cost/square 
foot of building space. Cost data was expressed in nominal 
dollars where appropriate, and in 1967 constant dollars. 
Sufficient data was entered into the spread sheet so that 
the total budget could be accounted for, and so that other 
classes of information can be withdrawn at a future date.
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The following additional tables were necessary for data 
development:
I. COST OF LIVING INDEX: 1967 = 1.00
II. TOTAL SQUARE FEET OF BUILDING SPACE AVAILABLE
III. TOTAL STAFF EMPLOYED BY PUBLIC SCHOOLS BY YEAR
1. Classroom Teachers
2. Ancillary Teachers (to staff for Preparation 
Periods)
3. Librarians
4. Auxiliary Professionals
5. Administrative Employees
a. Administrators and Supervisors
b. Classified Clerical Support
6. Custodial and Maintenance Personnel
Computer formulas used to extract data from the LOTUS 
123 data base are unique to this system. While this study 
can not contain sufficient information to enable the reader 
to operate the LOTUS 123 system, for the initiated, the 
following formulas such as were used; The 0DSUM formula, 
@DSUM(A10..J1200,9,D1..D2) was used to extract data from 
column nine of the spread sheet. Variations of this formula 
were used throughout the study. To extract data from more 
than range, formulas such as;
(+D56>0#AND#D56<2) + (D56>2#AND#D56O)+H56>110#AND#H56<114 
were used to extract all data excluding 2 and 9 that is 
coded 111 to 113, in other words the total salary paid all 
staff except K - 1 2  Classroom teachers.
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APPENDIX C 
CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
TEACHERS SALARY SCHEDULE 1983-1985
Class A Class B Class C Class D Class E Class :
BA BA + 16 BA + 32 MA MA + 16 MA + 32
1. 14,582 15,445 16,298 17,157 18,012 18,867
2. 15,253 16,109 16,966 17,823 18,678 19,646
3. 15,921 16,774 17,632 18,487 19,344 20,430
4. 16.585 17.439 18.298 19.153 20.012 21.211
5. 17,252 18,109 18,964 19,821 20,678 21,990
6. 17,919 ■ 18,773 19,628 20,486 21,341 22,769
7. 18,581 19,439 20,295 21,152 22,008 23,550
8. 20,107 20,965 21,818 22,675 24,330
9. 21,628 22,483 23,341 25,110
10. 22,294 23,149 24,006 25,891
11. 22,960 23,817 24,673 26,671
12. 27,499
13. 28,231
14. 29.171
A maximum of four years' experience (step 5) on this 
schedule will be recognized for appropriate full-time 
experience outside the Clark County School District.
NOTE: This device is used nation wide in public education to 
discourage teachers from seeking employment with a competing 
school district.
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APPENDIX D: CCSD BUDGET SIÜWRIES, IN NOMINAL DOLLARS.
DOLLARS SUfMARY 1950 - 51 1951 - 52 1952 - 53 1953 - 54
TOTAL STAFF $1,377,780.56 $1,579,030.72 $2,051,496.00 $2,695,755.00
BLOG ADMINI STRATUM $72,910.00 $70,610.92 $112,999.00 $166,137.00
K-12 TEACHERS $1,048,268.33 $1,220,664.00 $1,570,701.00 $2,044,223.00
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATIOWL TEACHERS $19,705.00 $19,318.00 $22,365.00 $22,755.00
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL TEACHERS $1,067,973.33 $1,239,982.00 $1,593,066.00 $2,066,978.00
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $309,807.23 $339,048.72 $458,430.00 $628,777.00
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $1,067,973.33 $1,239,982.00 $1,593,066.00 $2,066,978.00
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
PERB, PICA, NIC/SI IS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $176,097.13 $200,227.80 $276,112.23 $443,942.29
ADMINISTRATION $156,918.85 $142,942.98 $231,645.02 $319,302.83
INST NO SALARY $1,165,317.56 $1,343,717.18 $1,703,642.81 $2,238,434.51
AUXILIARY $31,270.00 $33,579.99 .$39,824.00 $41,374.00
TRANSPORTATION $36,847.01 $52,222.56 $52,003.41 $84,657.06
OPERATIONS $149,413.23 $193,159.66 $236,624.03 $324,016.53
MAINTEtmCE $78,634.14 $64,352.68 $80,140.04 $113,151.32
FIXED COST $38,084.30 $30,460.82 $64,940.38' $43,094.95
TEACHER SAL $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
BLOG COST W/BONDS $589,828.85 $86,940.94 $3,010,713.64 $3,394,032.57
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A  A A A A A A A A A A A A A A / \ A A A A A A A / V A A A A A A  A A A y \ A A A / v / \ / \f\KXXnXf>nr%AAAXnK
PURCmSING DEPT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
ELECTRICAL POWER $26,162.03 $33,661.88 $37,398.21 $55,048.68
AWflNISTRATOR SALARY $110,176.23 $104,821.56 $152,453.00 $203,225.00
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $36,847.01 $52,222.56 $52,003.41 $84,657.06
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS $105,809.84 $137,056.53 $174,293.68 $232,268.73
LIBRARIANS $9,450.00 $10,640.00 $5,254.00 $4,444.00
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE (581 & 582) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $1,532.44 $1,974.01 $2,929.90 $4,185.18
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $6,496.41 $7,933.55 $8,954.12 $10,629.65
INSTRUCTIOWL SUPPLIES $70,002.92 $63,948.83 $70,363.13 $103,193.75
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $13,248.84 $11,985.28 $14,617.68 $19,438.73
MAINTEmCE SUPPLIES $52,209.14 $53,432.68 $58,912.04 $73,801.32
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSONS $123,816.00 $144,991.25 $195,006.00 $269,150.00
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $27,341.31 $39,736.35 $40,213.68 $58,322.75
LIBRARY BOOKS $8,600.00 $9,917,00 $11,683.00 $13,961.00
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT $230,378.97 $249,331.33 $279,659.46 $395,895.73
FEDERAL FONDS/LIBRARY BOOKS
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $1,656,485.09 $1,850,435,87 $2,408,820.19 $3,164,031.20
TOTAL BUDGET $2,423,127.12 $2,171,101.67 $5,655,524.75 $6,973,965.17
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $1,656,485.12 $1,860,435.87 $2,408,820.19 $3,164,091.20
TOTAL 8LDG SQ FOOTAGE 514,590 568,183 1,043,245 1,078,353
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 8,600 9,917 11,583 13,361
COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.721 0.773 0.795 0.801
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APPENDIX D: CCSD BUDGET SLfWiRIES, IN N C M M L  DOLLARS.
DOLLARS StM%RY 1954 - 55 1955 - 56 1956 - 57 1957 - 58
TOTAL STAFF $3,668,377.00 $4,699,381.17 $5,742,035.48 $5,831,327.96
BLDG AmiNISTRATION $264,581.00 $321,767.87 $452,082.89 $580,035.73
K-12 TEACHERS $2,706,280.00 $3,408,960.00 $4,084,732.00 $4,016,972.83
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $29,624.00 $30,446.00 $31,500.00 . $32,842.50
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $9,700.00 $14,549.00 $16,975.00 $43,416.24
TOTAL TEACHERS $2,745,604.00 $3,453,955.00 $4,133,207.00 $4,093,231.63
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $922,773.00 $1,245,426.17 $1,603,828.43 $1,793,096.33
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $2,735,904,00 $3,439,406.00 $4,116,232.00 $4,049,815.39
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $9,700.00 $14,549.00 $16,975.00 $43,416.24
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $0.00 $0.00 $46,289.20 $33,719.38
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $0.00 $0.00 $46,283.20 $39,719.89
DEF APPROP S OTHER ACCTS $632,912.47 $643,636.53 $111,680.83 $150,676.23
AMINI STRATUM $472,279.71 $673,719.67 $800,425.72 $986,950.52
INST NO SALARY $3,007,277.45 $3,856,317.28 $4,524,057.62 $4,470,375.31
AUXILIARY $58,957.00 $92,097.00 $158,549.11 $204,376.87
TRANSPORTATION . $77,139.50 $95,161.31 $77,720.26 $100,342.73
OPERATIONS $500,951.77 $559,618.65 $676,751.23 $710,594.67
MAINTENANCE $144,604.03 $271,185.91 $256,854.16 $324.767.69
FIXED COST $56,201.18 $52,308.78 $80,328.03 $105,735.32
TEACHER SAL $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $10,500.00
BLDG COST IN/BONDS $6,522,258.32 $2,916,821.63 $581,067.54 $1,182,511.13
PURCHASING DEPT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
ELECTRICAL POWER $75,362.35 $95,363.69 $110,852.10 $126,471.55
AMINISTRATOR SALARY $300,651.00 $333,046.00 $525,727.00 $546,467.61
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $77,133.50 $95,161.31 $73,777.16 $83,632.73
CUSTODIANS S %RDNERS $375,347.86 $400,679.17 $488,723.26 $490,381.52
LIBRARIANS $16,840.00 $24,600.00 $36,113.17 $33,577.70
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE (581 & 582) $0.00 $0.00 $0,00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $4,344.41 $5,296.99 $1,473.88 $17,833.17
AMINISTRATKM SUPPLIES $10,939.30 $79,872.81 $23.423.13 $30,604.65
INSTRUCTIOfML SUPPLIES $161,578.90 $269,755.05 $272,554.28 $242,717.81
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $25,442.86 $29,605.17 $35,521.25 $30,941.31
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $127,404.09 $145,308.91 $117,496.85 $182,494.17
MAINT S CUSTODIAL PERSONS $401,860.00" $534,731.00 $625,951.31 $623,713.73
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION $0.80 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $100,094.55 $132,607.23 $96,806.47 $105,349.36
LIBRARY BOOKS $16,754.00 $19,094.00 $21,489.87 $28,077.11
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 
FEDERAL FIMDS/LIBRARY BOOKS
$597,142.43 $1,065,478.01 $994,002.94 $1,013,946.24
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $4,317,410.70 $5,600,408.60 $6,575,286.13 $6,914,144.21
TOTAL BUDGET $11,373,152.31 $9,152,782.96 $7,065,351.30 $8,247,331.57
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $4,317,410.70 $5,600,408.60 $6,575,286.13 $6,914,144.21
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 1,486,253 1,707,127 1,764,542 1,945,909
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 16,754 19,094 20,191 21,834
COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.805 0.302 0.814 0.343
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APPENDIX D: CCSD BUDGET SUMMARIES, IN NOMINAL DOLLARS.
DOLLARS SlMfARY 1958 - 59 1959 - 60 1960 - 61 1961 - 62
TOTAL STAFF $6,718,560.13 $8,025,345.01 $9,146,156.33 $11,033,373.32
BLDG AIMINISTRATICM $473,798.78 $603,006.29 $710,025.75 $857,039,54
K-12 TEACHERS $4,680,876.45 $5,692,322.53 $6,479,516.34 $7,555,141.43
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATIOWL TEACHERS $44,956.00 $43,860.00 $46,957.00 $60,972.00
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $39,920.05 $83,531.48 $154,474.07 $275,674.38
TOTAL TEACHERS $4,765,752.50 $5,819,714.01 $6,680,347.41 $7,892,787.81
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $1,952,807.63 $2,205,631.00 $2,465,208.92 $3,140,535.51
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $4,725,832.45 $5,736,182.53 $6,526,473.34 $7,616,113.43
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $39,920.05 $83,531,48 $154,474.07 $276,674.38
PERB, FICA, NiC/SIIS $55,075.17 $65,672.81 $72,798.11 $89,054.58
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $55,075.17 $65,672.81 $72,798.11 $89,064.58
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $231,827.68. $89,437.30 $51,582.12 $245,785.44
ADMINISTRATION $881,218.95 $1,063,941.83 $1,213,885.51 $1,435,453.81
INST NO SALARY $5,167,602.40 $6,363,479.70 $7,208,538.33 $8,668,004.10
AUXILIARY $249,205.07 $290,620.63 $330,353.97 $401,721.74
TRANSPORTATION $126,824.89 $174,710.94 $198,003.55 $271,506.81
OPERATKMS $841,893.12 $959,699.26 $1,050,634.55 $1,263,213.17
MAINTENANCE $288,484.25 $345,3^1.92 $361,939.75 $444,183.99
FIXED COST $132,708.79 $144,965.30 $198,761.93 $232,720.49
TEACHER SAL $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
BLDG COST W/BONDS $319,260.41 $428,107.21 $269,295.57 $615,172.38
PURCHASING DEPT $18,311.00 $20,311.00 $21,700.00 $22,213.23
ELECTRICAL PCMER $147,147.84 $174,630.23 $201,933.81 $244,697.16
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $571,603.78 $630,250.38 $734,958.42 $962,067.63
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $112,349.80 $129,904.97 $145,020.05 $184,953.61
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS $583,811.70 $565,502.87 $714,133.21 $852,775.05
LIBRARIANS $36,663.96 $55,117.59 $66,413.28 $82,170.86
TRAVEL A4D MILEAGE (581 & 582) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $16,033.04 $24,566.88 $30,159.27 $40,540.22
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $32,878.73 $45,259.34 $42,737.06 $66,537,18
INSTRUCTim SUPPLIES $239,249.35 $330,615.26 $308,528.88 $426,093.40
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $30,106.01 $46,891.09 $44,670.73 $53,294.00
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $145,948.93 $180,447.25 $183,362.60 $226,679.52
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSONS $741,238.90 $834,475.44 $393,563.03 $1,032,539.71
BOOKS AMflNI STRATI ON $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $98,100.09 $124,570.24 $147,891.33 $223,701-26
LIBRARY BOOKS $32,874.19 $43,887.52 $30,586.79 $54,346.11
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT $1,282,161.15 $1,536,335.92 $1,396,497.65 $2,142,859.39
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $8,007,197.88 $9,770,866.79 $10,831,473.17 $13,331,976.49
TOTAL BUDGET $8,239,025.56 $3,360,304.09 $10,883,129.11 $13,577,761.93
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $8,007,197.88 $9,770,866.79 $10,831,473.17 $13,331,976.49
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 2,130,045 2,331,736 2,563,853 2,319,940
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 24,202 26,415 29,732 34,934
COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.366 0.873 0.837 0.896
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APPENDIX D: CCSD BUDGET SLîfARIES, IN NOMINAL DOLLARS.
DOLLARS SmiARY 
TOTAL STAFF 
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 
K-12 TEACHERS 
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 
TOTAL TEACHERS 
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC 
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PERB, FICA, NIC/SI IS 
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS
1962 - 63 
$12,719,630.36 
$1,030,662.15 
$8,772,507.91 
$0.00 
$63,757.00 
$331,763.30 
$9,168,028.21 
$3,551,602.15 
$8,836,264.91 
$331,763.30 
$107,883.40 
$0.00 
$107,883.40
1963 - 64 
$16,896,421,72 
$1,418,604.80 
$10,904,222.42 
$0.00 
$275,037.15 
$799,791.81 
$11,979,051.38 
$4,917,370.34 
$11,179,259.57 
$799,791.81 
$183,788.55 
$0.00 
$183,788.55
1964 - 65 
$20,995,520.10 
$1,908,655.65 
$13,029,196.12 
$0.00 
$252,560.84 
$1,223,711.74 
$14,505,468.36 
$6,490,051.74 
$13,281,755.96 
$1,223,711.74 
$221,084.20 
$0.00 
$221,084.20
1965 - 66 
$22,767,137.23 
$2,759,333.13 
$13,429,805.40 
$0.00 
$490,720.49 
$1,373,600.14 
$15,294,126.03 
$7,473,011.20 
$13,920,525.89 
$1,373,600.14 
$298,507.18 
$0.00 
$298,507.18
kkkkkkkkkkkkkXkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk'kkkkk'kkick'kkkkkkkkkkk'kkkkk'kk'ltk'k'kk'kkk'k'kk'k'kkkkkkkkkkkkkkXkkyk'khKJikkk 
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 
AmiNISTRATlON 
INST NO SALARY 
AUXILIARY •
TRANSPORTATION 
OPERATIONS 
MAINTENANCE 
FIXED COST 
TEACHER SAL 
BLDG COST W/BONDS
PURCHASING DEPT 
ELECTRICAL POWER 
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY 
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 
CUSTODIftNS S GARWiEfiS 
LIBRARIANS
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE (581 & 582) 
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 
INSTRUCTKNAL SUPPLIES 
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES 
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 
MAINT fi CUSTODIAL PERSONS 
BOOKS AK1INISTRATICN 
TEXT BOOKS 
LIBRARY BOOKS
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 
FEDERAL FINDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 
TOTAL BUDGET 
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 
COST OF LIVING INDEX
$43,915.22
$1,714,715.82
$10,378,132.50
$505,503.32
$298,165.77
$1,440,879.35
$618,487.85
$249,289.60
$0.00
$618,126.96
$24,151.00
$280,065.97
$1,037,873.27
$265,165.77
$970,080.54
$99,801.69
$0.00
$64,550.23
$75,797.05
$535,910.52
$51,214.83
$360,015.73
$1,198,443.25
$0.00
$505,222.20
$95,280.07
$2,665,628.33
$15,823,301.17
$15,867,216.39
$15,823,301.17
3,098,515
43,885
0.906
$93,124.05 
$2,629,874.64 
$13,463,079.15 
$633,855.68 
$389,345.79 
$1,836,369.72 
$1,081,587.73 
$346,470.84 
. $6,491.75 
$855,134.04
$97,393.94
$379,888.53
$1,391,917.56
$392,729.62
$1,195,329.67
$139,285.52
$0.00
$118,819.06
$164,497.95
$689,647.95
$61,902.05
$724,597.59
$1,564,964.21
$0.00
$343,703.91
$282,106.62
$3,860,447.99
$21,242,209.34
$21,335,333.39
$21,242,209.34
3,488,625
49,598
0.917
$168,729.11
$3,216,116,60
$16,312,192.46
$948,653.63
$671,657.42
$2,275,365.63
$1,304,554.26
$432,205.25
$17,235.18
$516,420.37
$175,267.01
$4,115,857.40
$17,034,584.58
$995,392.04
$585,787.75
$2,427,367.70
$1,068,498.98
$573,942.02
$16,901.55
$100,396.66
kkkkkkrm * m m k k k k*k*kirki!-k
$100,000.00
$438,764.22
$1,640,694.03
$573,852.32
$1,532,629.43
$196,747.49
$0.00
$88,533.03
$237,050.33
$750,312.90
$51,445.59
$849,663.21
$1,376,131.16
$0.00
$472,576.79
$344,803.81
$4,305,363.33
$25,594,400.80
$25,863,129.91
$25,694,400.80
4,391,008
53,370
0.929
$71,248.00
$580,121.67
$1,777,499,01
$533,489.15
$1,443,643.25
$288,764.80
$0.00
$67,877.53
$222,120.87
$635,024.40
$99,726.66
$504,166.69
$1,934,173.43
$0.00
$627,982.28
$237,171.58
$3,677,667.81
$26,918,728.68
$27,093,996.39
$26,918,728.68
5,297,527
57,880
0.945
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APPENDIX D: CCSD BUDGET SIMMARIES, IN NOMINAL DOLLARS.
DOLLARS SlMtARY 
TOTAL STAFF 
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 
K-12 TEACHERS 
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 
TOTAL TEACHERS 
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC 
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS
1966 - 67 
$25,407,451.00 
$2,283,542.00 
$15,194,912.00 
$814,629.00 
$450,072.00 
$1,374,046.00 
$17,833,659.00 
$7,573,792.00 
$16,459,613.00 
$1,374,046.00 
$392,241.00 
$144,348.00 
$536,589.00
1967 - 68 
$29,948,280.00 
$2,495,644.00 
$17,721,486.00 
$729,900.00 
$609,770.00 
$1,916,419.00 
$20,977,575.00 
$3,970,705.00 
$19,061,156.00 
$1,970,419.00 
$473,500.00 
$175,184.00 
$648,684.00
1963 - 69 
$32,453,923.00 
$2,606,106.00 
$19,297,160.00 
$555,300.00 
$699,000.00 
$1,810,054.00 
$22,361,514.00 
$10,092,409.00 
$20,551,460.00 
$1,810,054.00 
$514,400.00 
$177,036.00 
$691,436.00
1969 - 70 
$37,834,043.00 
$3,336,236.00 
$22,843,349.00 
$18,000.00 
$614,212.00 
$1,974,557,00 
$25,450,128.00 
$12,443,915.00 
$23,475,551.00 
$1,974,567.00 
■ $2,665,971.00 
$233,914.00 
$2,904,885.00
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk'kk'kk'k'k'kk'kkk'k'kickkkkkkkkkkkkkkXkkkkkkkkkkkiikkk'y'k'k'kkidrkk'kkkk 
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $1,026,131.00 $2,070,707.00 $2,469,768.00 $3,213,091.00
ADMINISTRATION $4,189,193.00 $4,966,084.00 $5,639,833.00 $6,953,857.00
INST NO SALARY $19,925,099.00 $22,891,270.00 $24,364,413.00 $27,670,037.00
AUXILIARY $1,552,655.00 $1,697,750.00 $1,959,912.00 $2,237,451.00
TRANSPORTATION $480,791.00 $815,793.00 $1,010,916.00 $1,120,940.00
OPERATimS $2,903,442.00 $3,203,932.00 $3,529,343.00 $4,143,124.00
MAINTENWCE $683,396.00 $805,513.00 $824,559.00 $978,329.00
FIXED COST $667,564.00 $787,509.00 $808,391.00 $3,032,350.00
TEACHER SAL $203,777.00 $250,149.00 $260,270.00 $257,550.00
SLOG COST W/BONDS $127,370.00 $2,350.00 $69,331.00 $123,210.00
PURCHASING DEPT $352,867.00 $407,366.00 $492,904.00 $769,879.00
ELECTRICAL POWER $732,175.00 $740,000.00 $775,000.00 $825,000.00
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $2,045,596.00 $2,365,823.00 $2,475,367.00 $2,946,195,00
STUDENT TRWSPORTATICN $470,245.00 $808,603.00 $1,002,832.00 $1,106,243.00
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS $1,542,288.00 $1,375,993.00 $2,118,767.00 $2,575,648.00
LIBRARIANS $575,031.00 $556,100.00 $697,580.00 $722,972.00
TRAVEL m  MILEAGE (581 & 582) $83,976.00 $91,789.00 $96,035.00 $107,306.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $31,157.00 $40,865.00 $39,451.00 $44,597.00
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $100,893.00 $114,710.00 $159,383.00 $166,403.00
INSTRUCTIOWL SUPPLIES $778,921.00 $742,431.00 $788,597.00 $812,229.00
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $156,279.00 $147,175.00 $170,939.00 $163,422.00
MAINTEfWNCE SUPPLIES $363,645.00 $425,175.00 $440,693.00 $483,393.00
MAINT S CUSTODIAL PERSONS $1,904,727.00 $2,303,737.00 $2,546,601.00 $3,205,577.00
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION $8,987.00 $11,485.00 $43,713.00 $28,726.00
TEXT BOOKS $413,400.00 $508,097.00 $477,387.00 $549,691.00
LIBRARY BOOKS $376,015.00 $67,656.00 $186,030.00 $16,908.00
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT $3,670,875.00 $3,585,619.00 $3,988,765.00 $4,150,903.00
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $30,733,287.00 $35,420,350.00 $38,467,968.00 $46,567,358.00
TOTAL BUDGET $31,759,413.00 $37,491,057.00 $40,937,736.00 $49,780,443.00
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $30,733,287.00 $36,107,936.00 $39,292,326.00 $47,099,049.00
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 5,457,472 5,485,060 5,485,060 5,506,740
STUDQ4T ENROLLMENT ADE 59,832- 63,129 67,554 70,535
COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.972 1.000 1.042 1.093
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DOLLARS SWWRY 
TOTAL STAFF 
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 
K-12 TEACHERS 
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 
TOTAL TEACHERS 
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC 
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PERB, FICA, NIC/SI IS 
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS
1970 - 71 1971 - 72 1972 - 73 1973 - 74
$39,669,635.00 $46,206,172.00 $49,528,772.00 $54,648,973.00
$3,506,213.00
$23,412,905.00
$24,995.00
$713,460.00
$2,248,919.00
$26,400,279.00
$13,‘269,'356.00
$24,151,360.00
$2,248,919.00
$2,598,000.00
$443,180.00
$3,041,180.00
$4,465,120.C 
$26,174,171.00 
$382,690.00 
$875,514.00 
$2,466,430.00 
$23,898.855.00 
$16,'307,'317.00 
$27,432,375.00 
$2,508,437.00 
$3,067,873.00 
$970,000.00 
$4,037,873.00
$4,969,705. 
$28,205,318.00 
$453,434.00 
$826,367.00 
$2,711,051.00 
$32,196,220.00 
$17,332,552.00 
$29,485,169.00 
$2,896,456.00 
$3,280,500.00 
$1 ,110,000.00 
$4,390,500.00
$5,292,207.0
$29,929,381.00
$1,033,823.00
$995,920.00
$2,961,733.00
$34,920,867.-00
$19.728,106.00
$31,959,129.00
$3,010,406.00
$4,301,350.00
$1,240,000.00
$5,541,350.00
■kkkkkkmmmirkkmkimkkkkkkkkkkkkmkmkmkkkikkkkkkkkkmkmUkkmmmmkkmmi*  
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $3,709,104.00 $4,379,330.00 $4,372,616.00
ADMINISTRATION $7,424,101.00 $10,153,293.00 $10,335,329.00
INST NO SALARY $29,107,272.00 $32,152,080.00 $34,684,735.00
AUXILIARY $2,362,848.00 $2,867,428.00 $3,023,455.00
TRANSPORTATION $1,482,251.00 $1,571,753.00 $1,957,199.00
OPERATIONS $4,260,398.00 $4,892,116.00 $5,375,235.00
fAINTEmCE $1,147,318.00 $1,377,877.00 $1,491,824.00
FIXED COST $3,183,380.00 $4,239,233.00 $4,613,630.00
TEACHER SAL $277,969.00 $338,436.00 $373,536.00
BLOG COSY W/BONDS $232,234.00 $238,182.00 $308,399.00
$3,784,549.00
$11,673,266.00
$37,718,253.00
$3,232,446.00
$2,654,420.00
$6,070,850.00
$1,519,820.00
$5,683,280.00
$239,877.00
$829,782.00
ickk-k-kirkirkkiiMcWMrlck:kld(kkkkkkkkkkkkkkk*kiHckkkkirkidàrk:k M m m m -kkkkkkkkkkik-k-kk-k k k k k m H k k -iclrlrk
PURCHASING DEPT $847,151.00 $1,111,030.00 $872,378-00 $959,434.00
ELECTRICAL PCWER $866,000.00 $972,000.00 $1,102,000.00 $1,348,000.00
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $3,038,927.00 $3,758,351.00 $4,869,163.00 $5,250,339.00
STUDENT TRANSP0RTATIM4 $1,440,907.00 $1,486,308.00 $1,808,493.00 $2,508,413.00
CUSTODIANS S GARDNERS $2,659,192.00 $3,210,024.00 $3,344,906.00 $3,767,862.00
LIBRARIANS $812,970.00 $1,035,574.00 $986,692.00 $1,083,650.00
TRAVEL «4D MILEAGE (581 & 582) $109,680.00 $123,510.00 $124,360.00 $123,479.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $47,645.00 $51,115.00 $50,015.00 $51,524.00
AtMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $177,358.00 $230,017.00 $265,191.00 $254,719.00
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $879,544.00 $975,296.00 $1,066,813.00 $1,288,918.00
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $165,852.00 $177,972.00 $177,972.00 $185,338.00
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $579,203.00 $588,856.00 $588,701.00 $623,660.00
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSffltS $3,364,844.00 $4,063,930.00 $4,264,153.00 $4,674,163.00
BOOKS AMINI STRATI CN $26,834.00 $7,784.00 $6,584.00 $5,290.00
TEXT BOOKS $726,826.00 $832,150.00 $869,454.00 $739,294.00
LIBRARY BOOKS $205,908.00 $144,741.00 $146,806.00 $147,409.00
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIWENT $4,960,692.00 $5,505,620.00 $5,349,365.00 $6,946,430.00
FEDERAL FTOS/LIBRARY BOOKS $114.252.00 $112,549.00
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $49,477,771.00 $57,880,403.00 $62,163,342.00 $69,621,994.00
TOTAL BUDGET $53,186,875.00 $62,259,733.00 $66,535,958.00 $73,406,543.00
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $51,279,515.00 $60,079,353.00 $64,634,060.00 $71,319,843.00
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 6,219,808 6,579,619 6,906,607 7,230,665
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 73,371 74,669 75,665 77,260
COST OF LIVING INDEX 1.163 1.213 1.253 1.331
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DOLLARS SimARY 
TOTAL STAFF 
BLDG AWINI STRATI ON 
K-12 TEACHERS 
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 
VOCATimL TEACHERS 
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 
TOTAL TEACHERS 
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC 
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PERB, FICA, NIC/SI IS 
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS
1974 - 75 
$60,381,557.00 
$5,661,584.00 
$33,020,352.00 
$1,142,623.00 
$1,072,192.00 
$3,176,600.00 
$38,411,767.00 
$21,969,790.00 
$35,235,167.00 
$3,490,480.00 
$4,808,723.00 
$1,293,220.00 
$6,101,943.00
1975 - 76 
$65,572,943.00 
$6,141,953.00 
$35,118,514.00 
$1,196,679.00 
$1,094,300.00 
$3,859,800.00 
$41,259,293.00 
$24,303,650.00 
$37,409,493.00 
$4,508,326.00 
$10,455,616.00 
$1,900,000.00 
$12,355,616.00
1976 - 77 
$71,966,515.00 
$6,519,126.00 
$33,480,875.00 
$1,308,825.00 
$1,037,300.00 
$4,361,000.00 
$45,188,000.00 
$26,778,515.00 
$40,827,000.00 
$5,384,779.00 
$11,711,479.00 
$2,165,231.00 
$13,876,710.1
1977 - 78 
$82,174,601.00 
$7,353,252.00 
$43,253,910.00 
$2,234,881.00 
$1,215,400,00 
$5,189,000.00 
$51,893,191.00 
$30,281,410.00 
$46,704,191,00 
$6,263,435,00 
$13,087,332.00 
$3,462,719.00 
$16,550,051,00
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS
ADMINISTRATION
INST NO SALARY
AUXILIARY
TRANSPORTATION
OPERATIONS
MAINTENANCE
FIXED COST
TEACHER HtL
BLDG COST W/BONDS
$3,290,433.00
$11,359,567.00
$42,800,278.00
$3,563,399.00
$2,927,549.00
$7,129,129.00
$1,938,358.00
$6,285,754.00
$221,254.00
$731,488.00
$3,966,581.00
$12,402,857.00
$46,340,905.00
$3,875,530.00
$3,266,313.00
$8,146,356.00
$2,030,334.00
$12,692,010.00
$661,444.00
$534,261.00
$3,113,329.00
$13,319,274.00
$51,167,943.00
$3,895,014.00
$3,414,983.00
$9,857,752.00
$2,468,384.00
$14,537,841.00
$869,472.00
$571,437.00
$4,001,732.00
$15,184,464.00
$58,275,114.00
$4,605,521.00
$3,865,463.00
$10,647,971.00
$2,703,272.00
$16,667,619.00
$819,465.00
$423,417.00
kkkkki.ykkkkkkkkkkkkik'kkkkkkkkkkkkkiidiifkkiikkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkli.kkkkkkikHikkidikkkkkkXkkXkkk'k'kk 
PURCHASING DEPT 
ELECTRICAL POWER 
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY 
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 
CUSTODIANS fi GARDNERS 
LIBRARIANS
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE (581 & 582)
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES 
TttlNTENANCE SUPPLIES 
WiINT 6 CUSTODIAL PERS(]NS 
BOOKS AM4INI STRATI 54 
TEXT BOOKS 
LIBRARY BOOKS
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 
FEDERAL FW4DS/LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 
TOTAL BUDGET 
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 
COST OF LIVING INDEX
$1,054,740.00 $1,216,737.00 $1,157,129.00 $1,227,142.00
$1,600,500.00 $1,830,000.00 $2,650,842.00 $2,741,062.00
$5,592,831.00 $6,021,377.00 $6,176,514.00 $6,478,449.00
$2,741,618.00 $2,974,337.00 $3,407,253.00 $3,894,935.00
$4,367,374.00 $4,842,477.00 $5,446,560.00 $6,013,673.00
$1,173,000.00 $1,245,900.00 $1,257,700.00 $1,560,000.00
$114,913.00 $129,084.00 $148,274.00 $149,649.00
$45,093.00 $46,853.00 $50,083.00 $119,733.00
$275,252.00 $370,511.00 $353,935.00 $265,760.00
$1,381,952.00 $1,399,022.00 $1,470,499.00 $1,499,389.00
$224,117.00 $258,702.00 $315,468.00 $317,068.00
$749,870.00 $769,320.00 $910,116.00 $889,858.00
$5,593,390.00 $6,156,396.00 $6,994,079.00 $7,895,586.00
$23,955.00 $24,555.00 $27,115.00 $27,025.00
$910,128.00 $902,321.00 $979,078.00 $1,229,876.00
$165,804.00 $163,254.00 $172,730.00 $163,632.00
$7,954,093.00 $9,044,489.00 $10,180,563.00 $10,623,335.00
$126,945.00 $123,694.00 $110,173.00 $171,789,00
$77,017,276.00 $90,000,010.00 $100,102,150.00 $113,198,306.00
$80,307,709.00 $93,966,591.00 $103,215,479.00 $117,200,038.00
$78,365,659.00 $91,967,210.00 $101,877,830.00 $115,090,630.00
7,230,665 7,230,665 7,537,322 7,334.052
78,269 80,592 82,547 83,842
1.477 1.612 1.705 1.315
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1978 - 79 1979 - 80 1930 - 81 1931 - 32
$91,817,073.00 $104,301,384.00 $111,918,799.00 $133,723,555.
DOLLARS SIWARY 
TOTAL STAFF 
BLDG AmiNISTRATION 
K-12 TEACHERS 
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 
TOTAL TEACHERS 
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC 
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS
WcHidrMti& m m m ik k m k m iH k U k H m ik k k m m k m m k k W M d i l rm k m k m k k k i m H m m
$8,380,261.C 
$47,451,272.00 
$3,371,645.00 
$1,345,690.00 
$6,221,654.00 
$58,390,261.00 
$33,426,812.00 
$52,168,607.00 
$7,278,800.00 
$14,610,440.00 
$4,504,922.00
$9,781,766.00
$52,851,255.00
$3,918,180.00
$1,755,512.00
$6,964,600.00
$65,489,547.00
$38,811,837.00
$58,524,947.00
$8,096,071.00
$16,451,630.00
$5,506,037.00
$10,566,383.00
$56,341,244.00
$4,391,588.00
$1,835,200.00
$7,894,517.00
$70,463,549.00
$41,455,250.00
$62,569,032.00
$8,095,702.00
$16,724,468.00
$5,954,575.00
$15,222,169.00
$68,153,721.00
$4,543,700.00
$2 ,110,000.00
$10,073,000.00
$84,880,421.00
$48,843,134.00
$74,807,421.00
$10,300,900.00
$21,016,482.00
$5,667,097.00
$19,115,362.00 $21,957,667.00 $22,679,043.00 $26,683,579.0
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS
ADMINISTRATION
INST NO SALARY
AUXILIARY
TRANSPORTATKN
OPERATIONS
MAINTENWCE
FIXED COST
TEACHER SAL
BLDG COST W/BONDS
$4,712,495.00
$16,977,629.00
$65,163,656.00
$4,696,103.00
$5,402,375.00
$11,408,073.00
$3,416,878.00
$19,250,448.00
$932,166.00
$621,234.00
$4,280,757.00
$20,143,208.00
$72,987,364.00
$5,821,133.00
$5,504,905.00
$12,826,633.00
$3,574,256.00
$22,233,422.00
$1,012,538.00
$605,859.00
$3,774,516.00
$21,017,736.00
$78,396,919.00
$6,420,928.00
$6,560,706.00
$14,437,119.00
$3,842,259.00
$23,787,986.00
$962,723.00
$668,016.00
$12,108,585.00
$24,753,330.00
$94,101,155.00
$7,545,202.00
$7,806,338.00
$17,095,144.00
$4,315,799.00
$27,706,408.00
$1,046,981.00
$916,129.00
mkmkmmkk-k*ikkkk*k±kk*kHiHkkkkkkkHkkkkkMkk-kkkkk-kkk*kk-krlrkirlrkk*kkkkkkkUkk)rkk*k:kkimk
PURCHASING DEPT 
ELECTRICAL POWER 
AMINISTRATOR SALARY 
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 
CUSTODIANS & GARG4ERS 
LIBRARIANS
TRWEL AND MILEAGE (581 & 532)
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 
INSTRUCTICmL SUPPLIES 
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES 
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 
MAINT S CUSTODIAL PERSCWS 
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION 
TEXT BOOKS 
LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 
FEDERAL FINDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 
TOTAL BUDGET 
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 
STUDENT ENRGLLMQ4T ADE 
COST OF LIVING INDEX
$1,345,235.00 
$2,813,193.00 
$6,191,635.00 
$4,957,557.00 
$6,573,537.00 
$1,520,324.00 
$173,056.00 
$62,648.00 
$347,412.00 
$1,665,293.00 
$442,710.00 
$1,253,933.00 
$8,787,361.00 
$17,475.00 
$1,308,954.00 
$168,186.00 
$12,054,393.00 
$190,569.00
$127,868,562.00 $144,709,323.00 $156,144,442.00 
$132,581,057.00 $148,990,080.00 $159,918,958.00 
$130,685,330.00 $147,160,560.00 $157,950,222.00
$1,500,657.00
$3,316,698.00
$6,887,231.00
$5,520,415.00
$7,225,655.00
$1,840,900.00
$191,556.00
$62,986.00
$415,130.00
$1,732,973.00
$465,844.00
$1,321,830.00
$9,503,184.00
$19,325.00
$1,417,293.00
$172,548.00
$13,316,505.00
$217,599.00
$1,410,338.00
$4,297,907.00
$7,552,111.00
$6,721,179.00
$7,736,213.00
$2,081,500.00
$199,443.00
$78,784.00
$499,133.00
$2,001,500.00
$528,965.00
$1,375,750.00
$10,236,665.00
$7,225.00
$1,483,913.00
$174,460.00
$15,584,871.0
$229,887.00
7,972,148
35,884
1.953
8,027,099
36,975
2.177
8,184,161
87,761
2.470
$1,865,014.00
$5,041,682.00
$8,359,870.00
$7,735,393.00
$9,056,040.00
$2,343,000.00
$193,063.00
$83,866.00
$501,421.00
$2,236,375.00
$577,018.00
$1,445,450.00
$11,384,680.00
$14,365.00
$1,663,043.00
$195,759.00
$17,702,402.0
$231,808.00
$185,293,486.00
$197,402,071.00
$137,995,756.00
8,184,161
33,259
2.723
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DOLLARS SUPMARY 1382 - 83 1383 - 84 1384 - 85
TOTAL STAFF $151,076,126.00 $151,735,821,00 $157,750,021.00
BLDG ADMINISTRATION $17,453,380.00 $17,265,354.00 $17,382,622.00
K-12 TEACHERS $77,043,216.00 $76,998,243.00 $78,532,693.00
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $4,913,923.00 $6,384,438.00 $6,879,349.00
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $2,529,764.00 $2,632,651.00 $2,586,294.00
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $11,225,328.00 $12,076,275.00 $12,945,950.00
TOTAL TEACHERS $95,712,231.00 $98,091,612.00 $100,994,236.00
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $55,363,895.00 $53,704,209.00 $56,755,735.00
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $84,486,903.00 $86,015,337.00 $88,048,336.00
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $11,484,369.00 $12,337,605.00 $13,215,128.00
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $23,674,333.00 $23,625,439.00 $24,580,167.00
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $6,130,103.00 $6,149,197.00 $6,885,846.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $29,804,436.00 $29,774,686.00 $31,466,013.00
idckkkm kkHHkkkkkkkkm k k k m k m k kM M M m m k U k k k k k m m m k im ik k k m k  
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $5,485,004.00 $2,043,617.00 $6,064^ 347.00
ADMINISTRATION $27,445,036.00 $26,608,627.00 $28,859,578.00
INST NO SALARY $106,302,007.00 $107,918,723.00 $111,822,646.00
AUXILIARY $8,598,430.00 $8,076,377.00 $8,686,951.00
TRANSPORTATION $8,658,089.00 $8,028,636.00 $8,813,860.00
OPERATIONS . $19,061,972.00 $19,512,528.00 $20,587,285.00
MAINTENANCE $4,583,780.00 $4,655,721.00 $5,545,571.00
FIXED COST $30,736,697.00 $30,711,947.00 $32,398,274.00
TEACHER SAL $983,961.00 $1,025,621.00 $1,160,789.00
BLDG COST W/BONDS $537,619.00 $759,646.00 $1,527,919.00
kkkkkmkkkkkkkkmkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkikkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkHkkikkkkkkkkkmmkkkkkkk 
PURCHASING DEPT 
ELECTRICAL P04ER 
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY 
STUDENT TRANSPORTATKN 
CUSTODIANS S GARDNERS 
LIBRARIES
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE (581 & 582)
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES 
miNTEmCE SUPPLIES 
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSONS 
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION 
TEXT BOOKS 
LIBRARY BOOKS
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 
TOTAL BUDGET 
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE
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$2,031,121.00 $1,966,658.00 $2,554,982.00
$5,285,692.00 $5,643,092.00 $6,083,557.00
$9,973,838.00 $9,509,052.00 $9,705,952.00
$8,626,783.00 $3,308,575.00 $9,080,432.00
$10,218,533.00 $9,921,179.00 $10,330,281.00
$2,697,169.00 $2,669,662.00 $2,763,837.00
$188,891.00 $170,899.00 $203,999,00
$78,828.00 $79,979.00 $108,394.00
$449,613.00 $453,659.00 $476,455.00
$2,332,075.00 $2,303,533.00 $2,553,043.00
$583,073.00 $572,003.00 $597,389.00
$1,447,750.00 $1,447,049.00 $1,618,114.00
$13,317,571.00 $13,121,251.00 $14,189,497.00
$12,085.00 $13,491.00 $21,636.00
$1,727,365.00 $1,623,047.00 $1,788,678.00
$247,831.00 $198,403.00 $223,104.00
$17,776,307.0 $17,617,028.0 $20,520,270.0
$205,000.00 $225,527.00 $227,571.00
$206,907,591.00 $207,297,826.00 $219,407,873.00
$212,392,595.00 $209,341,443.00 $225,472,220.00
$209,921,707.00 $208,351,693.00 $223,439,530.00
3,229,076 8,229,076 8,223,076
88,425 87,825 83,597
2.835 2.374 3.035
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APPENDIX E: CCSD BUDGET SlItlARIES, IN CONSTANT 1967 DOLLARS.
BUDGET SUItWRY EXPRESSED 67$ 50 51 52 53
TOTAL STAFF $1,910,930.04 $2,029,602.47 $2,580,498.11 $3,365,486.89
BLDG ADMINISTRATION $101,123.44 $90,759.54 $142,137.11 $207,411.99
K-12 TEACHERS $1,453,908.92 $1,568,976.86 $1,975,724.53 $2,552,088.64
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $27,330.10 $24,830.33 $28,132.08 $28,408.24
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL TEACHERS $1,481,239.02 $1,593,807.20 $2,003,856.60 $2,580,496.88
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $429,691.03 $435,795.27 $576,641.51 $784,990.01
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $1,481,239.02 $1,593,807.20 $2,003,856.60 $2,580,496.88
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $244,240.12 $257,362.21 $347,310.98 $554,235.07
ADMINISTRATION $217,640.57 $183,731,34 $291,377.38 $398,630.25
INSTRUCTION $1,616,251.82 $1,727,142.90 $2,142,946.93 $2,794,624.86
AUXILIARY STAFF $43,370.32 $43,161.94 $50,093.08 $51,652.93
TRANSPORTATION $51,105.42 $67,124.11 $65,413.09 $105,689.21
OPERATIONS $207,230.55 $248,277.20 $297,640.29 $404,515.02
MAINTEIWICE $109,062.61 $82,715.53 $100,805.08 $141,262.57
FIXED COST & INSURANCE $52,821.50 $39,152.72 $81,686.64 $53,801.44
STUD04T ACTIVITIES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $818,070.53 $111,749.28 $3,787,061.18 $4,237,306.58
kmkkkkkkkkkkWrl*mkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkUkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkimkkkk*kkkkkkrk-kkkmkklrkkkm
PURCtttSING DEPT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
ELECTRICAL POWER $36,285.76 $43,267.20 $47,041.77 $68,724.94
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $152,810.31 $134,732.08 $191,764.78 $259,956.30
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $51,105.42 $67,124.11 $65,413.09 $105,689.21
CUSTODIES & GARDNERS $146,754.29 $176,165.21 $219,237.33 $289,973.45
LIBRARIANS $13,106.80 $13,676.09 $6,608.81 $5,548.06
TRAVEL & MILEAGE 581 & 582 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $2,125.44 $2,537.29 $3,685.41 $5,224.94
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $9,010.28 $10,197.37 $11,263.04 $13,270.47
INSTRUCTION SUPPLIES $97,091.43 $82,196.44 $88,507.08 $128,831.15
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $18,375.64 $15,405.24 $18,387.02 $24,330.50
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $72,412.12 A G O  e V Q  CA «VW|V< J If l 'V 4 A $32,130.48
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSONS $171,728.16 $186,364.07 $245,290.57 $336,017.48
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $37,921.37 $51,139.27 $50,583.25 $85,296.83
LIBRARY BOOKS $11,927.88 $12,746.79 $14,695.60 $17,429.46
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT $319,527.00 $320,477.29 $351,772.91 $495,500.29
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $2,297,482.79 $2,391,305.75 $3,029,962.50 $3,950,176.28
TOTAL BUDGET $3,360,786.57 $2,790,619.11 $7,113,867.62 $8,712,815.44
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $2,297,482.79 $2,391,305.75 $3,029,962.50 $3,950,176.28
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 514,590 568,183 1,043,245 1,078,359
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 8,600 9,917 11,683 13,961
COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.721 0.778 0.795 0.801
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APPENDIX E: CCSD BUDGET StftARIES, IN CONSTANT 1967 DOLLARS.
BUDGET SimRY EXPRESSED 67$ 
TOTAL STAFF 
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 
K-12 TEACHERS 
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 
TOTAL TEACHERS 
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC 
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS
54 55 56 57
$4,556,990.06 $5,859,577.52 $7,054,097.64 $6,988,526.64
$328,672.05 $401,206.82 $555,384.39 $688,061.42
$3,361,838.51 $4,250,573.57 $5,018,098.28 $4,765,092.40
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$36,800.00 $37,962.59 $38,697.79 $38,959.07
$12,049.69 $18,140.90 $20,853.81 $51,502.06
$3,410,688.20 $4,306,677.06 $5,077,649.88 $4,855,553.53
$1,146,301.86 $1,552,900.46 $1,976,447.76 $2,132,973.11
$3,398,638.51 $4,288,536.16 $5,056,796.07 $4,804,051.47
$12,049.69 $18,140.90 $20,853.81 $51,502.06
$0.00 $0.00 $56,866.34 $47,117.41
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$0.00 $0.00 $56,866.34 $47,117.31
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $786,226.67 $802,539.39 $137,200.11 $178,738.11
ADMINISTRATION $586,682.87 $840,049.46 $983,323.98 $1,170,759.81
INSTRUCTION $3,735,748.39 $4,808,375.66 $5,557,810.34 $5,303,530.14
AUXILIARY STAFF $73,238.51 $114,834.16 $194,777.78 $242,439.94
TRANSPORTATION $95,825.47 $118,655.00 $95,479.43 $119,030.52
OPERATIONS $622,300.34 $697,778.87 $831,389.72 $842,935.55
WtlNTEmCE $179,632.41 $338,137.04 $315,545.65 $385,252.30
FIXED COST & INSURANCE $69,815.13 $65,222.92 $99,420.18 $125,428.02
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $12,455.52
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS • $8,102,184.25 $3,636,934.70 $713,842.19 $1,402,741.55
PURCmSING DEPT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
ELECTRICAL POWER $93,617.83 $118,907.34 $136,194.23 $150,025.58
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $373,479.50 $477,613.47 $645,856.27 $648,241.53
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $95,825.47 $118,655.00 $90,635.33 $99,208.46
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS $466,270.63 $499,599.96 $600,397.13 $581,703.99
LIBRARIANS $20,919.25 $30,673.32 $44,365.07 $39,831.20
TRAVEL S MILEAGE 581 & 582 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $6,142.12 $6,604.73 $1,810.66 $21,154.41
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $13,589.19 $99,592.03 $28,775.34 $36,304.45
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $200,719.13 $336,352.93 $334,833.27 $287,921.48
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $31,606.04 $36,914.18 $43,637.90 $36,703.81
MAINTEI#ICE SUPPLIES $158,265.95 $181,183.18 $144,345.02 $216,481.81
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSONS $499,204.97 $666,809.23 $768,982.57 $745,805.14
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $124,341.06 $165,345.67 $118,926.87 $126,748.94
LIBRARY BOOKS $20,812.42 $23,807.98 $26,400.33 $33,306.18
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT $741,791.90 $1,328,526.20 $1,221,133.83 $1,202,783.20
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $5,363,243.11 $6,533,053.12 $8,077,747.09 $8,201,831.80
TOTAL BUDGET $14,128,139.52 $11,412,447.58 $8,679,792.75 $9,783,311.47
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $5,363,243.11 $6,983,053.12 $8,077,747.09 $8,201,831.80
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 1,486,253 1,707,127 1,764,542 1,945,909
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 16,754 19,094 20,191 21,834
COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.805 0.802 0.814 0.843
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APPENDIX E: CCSD BUDGET SUMMARIES, IN CONSTWT 1967 DOLLARS.
BUDGET SUttMRY EXPRESSED 67$ 58 59 60 61
TOTAL STAFF $7,758,152.58 $9,192,835.06 $10,311,337.46 $12,314,032.72
BLDG AMINISTRATION $547,111.76 $690,728.85 $800,479.99 $956,517.34
K-12 TEACHERS $5,405,169.11 $6,520,415.27 $7,304,978.96 $8,432,077.49
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $51,912.24 $50,240.55 $52,939.12 $68,049.11
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $46,097.06 $95,683.25 $174,153.40 $308,788.37
TOTAL TEACHERS $5,503,178.41 $6,666,339.07 $7,532,071.49 $8,808,914.97
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $2,254,974.17 $2,526,495.99 $2,779,265.98 $3,505,117.76
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $5,457,081.35 $6,570,655.82 $7,357,918.08 $8,500,126.60
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $46,097.06 $95,683.25 $174,153.40 $308,788.37
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $63,597.19 $75,226.59 $82,072.28 $99,402.43
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $63,597.19 $75,226.59 $82,072.28 $99,402.43
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DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $267,699.40 $102,448.22 $58,153.46 $274,314.11
ADMINISTRATIS $1,017,573.85 $1,218,719.16 $1,368,529.32 $1,602,068.98
INSTRUCTIS $5,967,208.31 $7,289,209.28 $8,126,875.23 $9,674,111.72
AUXILIARY STAFF $287,765.67 $332,898.77 $372,439.65 $448,350.16
TRANSPORTATIS $146,449.06 $200,127.08 $223,228.35 $303,020.99
OPERATISS $972,162.96 $1,099,311.87 $1,184,548.55 $1,409,836.13
MAINTEtmCE $333,122.69 $395,580.66 $408,049.32 $495,741.06
FIXED COST & INSURANCE $153,243.41 $166,054.18 $224,083.35 $259,732.69
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $368,660.98 $490,386.27 $303,602.67 $686,576.32
PURCmSING DEPT $21,144.34 $23,265.75 $24,464.49 $24,791.61
ELECTRICAL POWER $169,916.67 $200,034.63 $227,659.31 $273,099.51
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $660,050.55 $790,664.81 $884,958.76 $1,073,736.25
STUDENT TRANSPORTAT!S $129,734.18 $148,802.94 $163,494.98 $206,421.44
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS $674,147.46 $762,317.15 $805,116.36 $951,757.87
LIBRARIANS $42,337.14 $63,135.84 $74,874.05 $91,708.55
TRAVEL & MILEAGE 531 & 582 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $18,513.90 $28,140.76 $34,001.43 $45,245.78
AWINISTRATIS SUPPLIES $37,966.20 $51,843.46 $48,181.58 $74,260.25
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $276,269.46 $378,711.64 $347,834.14 $475,550.67
OPERATISS SUPPLIES $34,764.45 $53,712.59 $50,361.65 $65,060.27
MAINTEHNCE SUPPLIES $168,532.25 $206,697.88 $213,486.56 $252,330.54
MAINT S CUSTODIAL PERSffltS $855,934.06 $955,871.07 $1,007,399.13 $1,152,443.87
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $113,279.55 $142,692.14 $166,732.05 $255,246.94
LIBRARY BOOKS $37,960.96 $50,272.07 $34,483.42 $60,654.14
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT $1,480,555.60 $1,817,108.73 $1,574,405.47 $2,391,584.70
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $9,246,186.93 $11,192,287.27 $12,211,356.45 $14,879,438.05
TOTAL BUDGET $9,513,886.33 $11,294,735.50 $12,269,593.13 $15,153,752.15
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $9,246,186.93 $11,192,287.27 $12,211,356,45 $14,879,438.05
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 2,130,045 2,331,736 2,563,858 2,819,340
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 24,202 26,415 29,732 34,954
COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.866 0.873 0.887 0.896
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APPENDIX E: CCSD BUDGET SUMMARIES, IN CONSTfW 1967 DOLLARS.
BUDGET SlMftRY EXPRESSED 67$ 62 63 64 65
TOTAL STAFF $14,039,327.11 $18,425,759.78 $22,600,129.28 $24,092,208.71
BLDG ADMINISTRATION $1,137,596.19 $1,547,006.32 $2,054,527.07 $2,919,329.23
K-12 TEACHERS $9,682,679.81 $11,891,191.30 $14,024,368.91 $14,211,434.29
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $70,371.96 $299,931.46 $271,863.12 $519,280.94
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $366,184.66 $872,183.00 $1,317,235.46 $1,453,545.12
TOTAL TEACHERS $10,119,236.43 $13,063,305.76 $15,614,067.13 $16,134,260.35
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $3,920,090.67 $5,362,454.02 $6,986,062.15 $7,907,948.36
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $9,753,051.78 $12,191,122.76 $14,236,832.03 $14,730,715.23
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $366,184.66 $872,183.00 $1,317,235.46 $1,453,545.12
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $119,076.60 $200,423.72 $237,980.84 $315,880.61
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $119,076.60 $200,423.72 $237,930.34 $315,880.61
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DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $48,471.55 $101,552.94 $181,624.45 $185,467.74
ADMINISTRATION $1,892,622.32 $2,867,911.28 $3,461,912.38 $4,355,404.65
INSTRUCTION $11,454,892.38 $14,681,656.65 $17,558,872.40 $18,026,015.43
AUXILIARY STAFF $557,950.68 $691,227.57 $1,021,155.68 $1,053,324.91
TRANSPORTATION $329,101.29 $424,586.47 $722,989.69 . $619,881.22
OPERATIONS $1,590,374.56 $2,002,584.21 $2,449,263.33 $2,568,643.07
MAINTENANCE $682,657.67 $1,179,484.98 $1,404,256.47 $1,130,686.75
FIXED COST fi INSURANCE $275,154.08 $377,830.80 $465,237.08 $607,346.05
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $0.00 $7,079.33 $18,552.40 $17,885.24
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $682,259.34 $332,534.33 $555,888.45 $106,239.85
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PURCHASING DEPT $26,656.73 $106,754.57 $107,642.63 $75,394.71
ELECTRICAL POWER $309,123.59 $414,273.21 $472,297.33 $613,885.37
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $1,145,555.49 $1,517,903.56 $1,766,086.15 $1,880,951.33
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $292,677.45 $428,276.58 $617,709.71 $564,538.78
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS $1,070,729.07 $1,304,067.25 $1,643,762.57 $1,532,961.11
LIBRARIANS $110,156.39 $151,892.61 $211,784.17 $305,571.22
TRAVEL & MILEAGE 581 & 582 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $71,247.49 $129,573.68 $95,299.28 $71,828.07
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $83,661.20 $179,387.09 $255,167.20 $235,048.54
INSTRUCTIOWL SUPPLIES $591,512.72 $752,069.74 $818,420.78 $671,933.49
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $56,528.51 $67,504.97 $55,377.38 $105,530.35
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $397,368.36 $790,182.76 $914,599.80 $533,509.72
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSONS $1,322,790.56 $1,706,613.10 $2,127,159.48 $2,046,744.37
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $557,640.40 $374,813.42 $508,694.07 $664,531.51
LIBRARY BOOKS $105,165.64 $307,640.81 $371,155.88 $250,975.22
TOTAL SUPPLIES S EQUIPMENT $2,342,134.62 $4,209,866.55 $4,634,406.17 $3,891,711.97
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $17,465,012.33 $23,164,835.68 $27,658,127.88 $28,485,427.17
TOTAL BUDGET $17,513,483.87 $23,266,448.63 $27,839,752.33 $28,670,895.65
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $17,465,012.33 $23,164,895.68 $27,658,127.88 $28,485,427.17
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 3,098,515 3,488,625 4,391,003 5,297,527
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 43,085 49,598 53,370 57,880
COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.906 0.917 0,929 0.945
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APPENDIX Eî CCSD BUDGET SWWRIES, IN CONSTANT 1967 DOLLARS.
BUDGET SUMiARY EXPRESSED 67$ 66 67 68 69
TOTAL STAFF $26,139,352.88 $29,948,280.00 $31,145,799.42 $34,511,878.87
BLDG ADMINISTRATION $2,349,323.05 $2,495,644.00 $2,501,061.42 $3,038,466.30
K-12 TEACHERS $15,632,625.51 $17,721,486.00 $18,519,347.41 $20,804,507.29
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $838,095.68 $729,900.00 $532,917.47 $16,393.44
VOCATimL TEACHERS $463,037.04 $609,770.00 $670,825.34 $559,391.62
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $1,413,627.57 $1,916,419.00 $1,737,095.97 $1,798,330.60
TOTAL TEACHERS $18,347,385.80 $20,977,575.00 $21,460,186.18 $23,178,622.95
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $7,791,967.08 $8,970,705.00 $9,685,613.24 $11,333,255.92
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $16,933,758.23 $19,061,156.00 $19,723,090.21 $21,380,292.35
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $1,413,627.57 $1,970,419.00 $1,737,095.97 $1,798,330.60
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $403,540.12 $473,500.00 $493,666.03 $2,428,024.59
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $148,506.17 $175,184.00 $169,900.19 $217,590.16
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $552,046.30 $648,684.00 $663,566.22 $2,645,614.75
ikkH m i!m k k H m m m k m m i k MckWdcm * M im W iM k k k k m m k k k k m m k k U k k k m m k k k U * ic 
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $1,055,690.33 $2,070,707.00 $2,370,218.81 $2,926,312.39
ADMINISTRATION $4,309,869.34 $4,966,084.00 $5,412,507.68 $6,333,203.10
INSTRUCTION $20,499,073.05 $22,891,270.00 $23,382,354.13 $25,200,398.00
AUXILIARY STAFF $1,597,381.69 $1,697,750.00 $1,830,913.63 $2,083,283.71
TRANSPORTATION $494,640.95 $815,793.00 $970,168.91 $1,020,832.53
OPERATIONS $2,987,080.25 $3,203,932.00 $3,387,565.26 $3,773,336.93
miNTEmCE $703,082.30 $805,513.00 $791,323.42 $891,010.02
FIXED COST & INSURANCE $686,794.24 $787,509.00 $776,286.95 $2,762,158.47
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $209,647.12 $250,149.00 $249,779.27 $234,571.95
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $131,039.09 $2,350.00 $66,036.47 $112,213.11
U m n k k k k *Mikkm m m m m k m k m i i* k im k k irkklM tm k m m m k k H lck)rHrk m U k *-k-ik k m k m
PURCHASING DEPT $363,031.89 $407,366.00 $473,036.47 $701,164.85
ELECTRICAL POWER $753,266.46 $740,000.00 $743,762.00 $751,366.12
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $2,104,522.63 $2,366,823.00 $2,376,071.98 $2,683,237.70
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $483,792.18 $808,603.00 $962,410.75 $1,007,507.29
CUST0DIA4S & MRDNERS $1,586,716.05 $1,875,993.00 $2,033,365.64 $2,345,763.21
LIBRARIANS $591,595.68 $556,100.00 $669,462.57 $658,444.44
TRAVEL & MILEAGE 581 & 582 $86,395.06 $91,789.00 $92,164.11 $97,728.50
OFFICE SUPPLIES $32,054.53 $40,865.00 $37,860.84 $40,616.58
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $103,804.53 $114,710.00 $152,958.73 $151,551.00
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $801,359.05 $742,431.00 $756,810.94 $739,734.97
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $160,780.86 $147,175.00 $164,048.94 $153,389.80
WINTEWNCE SUPPLIES $374,120.37 $425,175.00 $422,929.94 $440,248.63
fttINT S CUSTODIAL PERSONS $1,939,593.68 $2,303,737.00 $2,443,954.89 $2,919,469.03
BOOKS AmiNI STRATI ON $9,245.88 $11,485.00 $41,951.06 $26,162.11
TEXT BOOKS $425,308.64 $508,097.00 $458,624.76 $500,629.33
LIBRARY BOOKS $386,846.71 $67,656.00 $178,531.67 $15,398.91
TOTAL SUPPLIES 5 EQUIPMENT $3,776,621.40 $3,535,619.00 $3,827,989.44 $3,780,421.68
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $31,618,608.02 $35,420,350.00 $36,917,435.70 $42,411,072.86
TOTAL BUDGET $32,674,298.35 $37,491,057.00 $39,287,654.51 $45,337,385.25
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $31,618,608.02 $36,107,936.00 $37,708,566.22 $42,895,306.74
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 5,457,472 5,485,060 5,485,060 5,586,740
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 59,832 63,129 67,554 70,535
COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.972 1.000 1.042 1.098
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APPENDIX E: CCSD BUDGET SUMMARIES, IN CWSTFWT 1367 DOLLARS.
BUDGET SirtiARY EXPRESSED 67$ 70 71 72 73
TOTAL STAFF $34,103,746.35 $38,032,474.86 $39,523,150.04 $41,058,582.27
BLDG ADMINISTRATION $3,014,800.52 $3,681,055.23 $3,966,245.01 $3,976,113.45
K-12 TEACHERS $20,131,474.63 $21,578,046.99 $22,510,229.85 $22,486,386.93
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $21,491.83 $315,490.52 $361,918.60 $776,730.28
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $613,465.18 $721,775.76 $653,510.77 $748,249.44
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $1,933,722.27 $2,033,371.81 $2,163,648.04 $2,225,197.60
TOTAL TEACHERS $22,700,153.91 $24,643,685.08 $25,695,307.26 $26,236,564.24
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $11,409,592.43 $13,443,789.78 $13,832,842.78 $14,822,018.03
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $20,766,431.64 $22,615,313.27 $23,531,659.22 $24,011,366.64
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $1,933,722.27 $2,067,361.25 $2,311,616.92 $2,261,762.58
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $2,233,877.90 $2,529,161.58 $2,618,116.52 $3,231,667.92
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $381,066.21 $799,670.24 $885,873.30 $931,630.35
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $2,614,944.11 $3,328,831.82 $3,503,930.42 $4,163,298.27
HmkkmUkUkiHi*UkkikmmkkkmidmkHcmmkkmmkkkmUkkkkkWiidd:kkm**m H mirk 
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $3,189,255.37 $3,610,323.76 $3,483,717.48 $2,843,387.68
ADMINISTRATION $6,383,577.82 $8,370,402.31 $8,248,466.88 $8,770,237.52
INSTRUCTION $25,027,748.93 $26,506,248.97 $27,681,352.75 $28,338,281.74
AUXILIARY STAFF $2,031,683.58 $2,363,914.26 $2,412,972.87 $2,428,584:52
TRANSPORTATION $1,274,506.45 $1,295,756.80 $1,562,010.38 $1,994,305.03
OPERATIONS $3,663,282.89 $4,033,071.72 $4,283,892.26 • $4,561,119.46
miNTENANCE $986,515.91 $1,135,924.98 $1,190,601.76 $1,141,863.26
FIXED COST 6 INSURANCE $2,737,214.10 $3,494,833.47 $3,682,067.04 $4,263,932.38
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $239,010.32 . $279,007.42 $298,113.33 $180,223.14
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $199,685.30 $237,577.91 $246,128.49 $623,427.50
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkickkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkMtkkkkkkkkkickkkkkkkHirkkikikH kikkkkkkkkkkkkkkkmk
PURCHASING DEPT $728,418.74 $915,976.92 $696,231.44 $720,836.96
ELECTRICAL POWER $744,625.97 $801,319.04 $879,489.23 $1,012,772.35
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $2,613,006.88 $3,098,393.24 $3,886,003.99 $3,944,657.40
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $1,238,957.01 $1,225,315.75 $1,443,330.41 $1,884,607.81
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS $2,286,493.55 $2,646,351.20 $2,669,517.96 $2,830,850.49
LIBRARIANS $699,028.37 $853,729.60 $787,463.69 $814,162.28
TRAVEL S MILEAGE 581 & 582 $94,307.82 $101,821.93 $99,249.80 $92,771.60
OFFICE SUPPLIES $40,967.33 $42,139.32 $39,916.20 $38,710.74
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $152,500.43 $230,846.66 $211,644.85 $191,374.15
INSTRUCTIOmL SUPPLIES $756,271.71 $804,036.27 $851,407.02 $968,383.17
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $142,607.05 $146,720.53 $142,036.71 $139,247.18
MAINTEmiCE SUPPLIES $498,024.94 $485,454.25 $469,833.20 $468,564.99
!%Im S CUSTODIAL PERSONS $2,353,245.06 $3,350,313.27 $3,403,154.85 $3,511,757.84
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION $23,073.09 $6,417.15 $5,254.59 $3,974.46
TEXT BOOKS $624,957.87 $686,026.38 $693,897.85 $593,008.26
LIBRARY BOOKS $177,049.01 $119,324.81 $117,163.61 $110,750.56
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT $4,265,427.34 $4,538,845.84 $4,668,687.15 $5,218,955.67
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 • $0.00 $91,182.76 $84,559.73
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $42,543,225.28 $47,716,737.84 $49,611,605.75 $52,308,034.56
TOTAL BUDGET $45,732,480.65 $51,327,067.60 $53,101,323.22 $55,151,422.24
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $44,092,446.26 $49,529,557.30 $51,583,447.73 $53,583,653.64
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 6,219,808 6,679,619 6,906,607 7,230,665
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 73,371 74,669 75,565 77,260
COST OF LIVING INDEX 1.163 1.213 1.253 1.331
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APPENDIX E: CCSD BUDGET SIM-KRIES, IN CONSTANT 1967 DOLLARS.
BUDGET SUWARY EXPRESSED 67$ 74
TOTAL STAFF 
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 
K-12 TEACHERS 
AtCILlARY TEACHERS 
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 
TOTAL TEACHERS 
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC 
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS
$40,801,216.66
$3,333,164.52
$22,356,365.61
$773,610.70
$725,925.52
$2,150,710.90
$26,006,612.73
$14,874,603.93
$23,855,901.83
$2,363,222.75
$3,255,736.63
$875,572.11
$4,131,308.73
75
$40,678,004.34
$3,810,144.54
$21,785,678.66
$742,356.70
$678,846.15
$2,394,416.87
$25,601,298.39
$15,076,705.96
$23,206,881.51
$2,796,728.29
$6,486,114.14
$1,178,660.05
$7,664,774.19
75
$42,209,099.71
$3,823,534.31
$22,569,428.15
$767,639.30
$608,387.10
$2,557,771.26
$26,503,225.81
$15,705,873.90
$23,945,454.55
$3,158,228.15
$6,868,902.64
$1,269,930.21
$8,138,832.84
77
$45,275,262.26
$4,051,373.51
$23,831,355.37
$1,231,339.39
$669,641.87
$2,858,953.17
$28,591,289.81
$16,683,972.45
$25,732,336.64
$3,450,928.37
$7,210,651.24
$1,907,334.16
$9,118,485.40
Ukkimkkkki:kkk**kkkkmkkkkiMm:kkkkkkkUmkm*kmkkkmmkkkMriM*:kkkkHH*mUi*mi:k 
DEF APPROP S OTHER ACCTS $2,227,781.31 $2,460,658.19 $1,825,999.41 $2,204,811.02
AMINISTRATION $7,690,972.92 $7,694,080.02 $7,311,890.91 $8,366,095.87
INSTRUCTION $28,977,845.63 $28,747,459.68 $30,010,523.75 $32,107,500.83
AUXILIARY STAFF $2,412,592.42 $2,404,174.94 $2,284,465.69 $2,537,477.13
TRANSPORTATION $1,982,091.40 $2,026,248.76 $2,002,922.58 $2,129,731.68
OPERATIONS $4,826,763.03 $5,053,570.72 $5,781,672.73 $5,866,650.69
MAINTENANCE $1,312,700.07 $1,290,529.78 $1,447,732.55 $1,489,406.06
FIXED COST & INSURANCE $4,255,757.62 $7,873,455.33 $8,526,592.96 $9,183,261.16
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $149,799.59 $410,325.06 $509,954.25 $451,495.87
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $535,875.42 $331,427.42 $335,182.99 $236,593.39
k k k k i k k k k k -k n k H H k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k i k k k k k k k i k k k k -km M c H k H k m i k k k l Hrl M rM clrkkk -k i k k k k k k k k k k k -kk k
PURCHASING DEPT 
ELECTRICAL POWER 
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY 
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 
CUSTODIANS S GARDNERS 
LIBRARIANS
TRAVEL & MILEAGE 581 & 582 
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES 
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 
(ttINT & CUSTODIAL PERSONS 
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION 
TEXT BOOKS 
LIBRARY BOOKS
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 
FEDERAL FINDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 
TOTAL BUDGET 
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 
STUDB4T ENROLLMENT ADE 
COST OF LIVING INDEX
$714,109.68
$1,083,615.44
$3,786,615.44
$1,856,207.18
$2,956,922.14
$794,177.39
$77,805.69
$30,533.51
$186,358.84
$935,647.94
$151,737.98
$507,698.04
$3,786,993.91
$16,218.69
$616,200.41
$112,257.28
$5,385,303.32
$85,947.87
$52,144,398.10
$54,372,179.42
$53,057,318.21
7,230,665
78,269
1.477
$754,799.63
$1,135,235.73
$3,735,345.53
$1,845,122.21
$3,004,017.99
$772,890.82
$80,076.92
$29,068.24
$229,845.53
$867,879.65
$160,485.11
$477,555.83
$3,819,104.22
$15,232.63
$559,752.48
$104,375.93
$5,610,725.19
$76,733.25
$55,831,271.71
$58,291,929.90
$57,051,619.11
7,230,665
80,592
1.612
$678,668.04
$1,554,746.04
$3,622,588.86
$1,998,388.86
$3,194,463.34
$737,653.96
$86,964.22
$29,377.13
$207,586.51
$862,452.76
$185,025.22
$533,792.38
$4,102,099.12
$15,903.23
$574,239.30
$101,337.24
$5,971,004.69
$64,617.60
$58,710,538.42
$60,536,937.83
$59,752,392.96
7,537,322
82,547
1.705
$676,111.29
$1,510,227.00
$3,569,393.39
$2,145,969.70
$3,313,318.46
$859,504.13
$82,451.24
$65,971.35
$146,424.24
$826,109.64
$174,693.11
$430,279.89
$4,350,185.12
$14,889.81
$677,617.63
$92,910.19
$5,853,077.13
$94.649.59
$62,350,212.67
$64,573,023.69
$63,410,815.43
7,884,052
83,342
1.815
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APPENDIX E: CCSD BUDGET SIMWRIES, IN CCWSTAW 1967 DOLLARS.
BUDGET SUffARY EXPRESSED 67$ 78
TOTAL STAFF 
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 
X-12 TEACHERS 
^CILIARY TEACHERS 
VOCATIWAL TEACHERS 
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 
TOTAL TEACHERS 
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC 
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS
$47,013,350.23
$4,290,968.25
$24,296,606.25
$1,726,392.73
$689,037.38
$3,185,690.73
$29,897,727.09
$17,115,623.14
$26,712,036.35
$3,726,984.13
$7,481,024.07
$2,306,667.69
$9,787,691.76
79
$47,910,603.58
$4,493,231.97
$24,277,103.81
$1,799,807.07
$806,390.45
$3,199,173.17
$30,082,474.51
$17,828,129.08
$26,883,301.33
$3,718,911.81
$7,557,018.83
$2,529,185.58
$10,086,204.41
80
$45,311,254.66
$4,278,090.28
$22,810,220.24
$1,777,970.85
$743,400.31
$3,196,160.73
$28,527,752.63
$16,783,502.02
$25,331,591.90
$3,277,612.15
$6,771,039.68
$2,410,759.11
$9,181,798.79
81
$49,108,907.46
$5,590,219.98
$25,028,909.66
$1,668,637.53
$774,880.65
$3,699,228.79
$31,171,656.63
$17,937,250.83
$27,472,427.84
$3,782,923.25
$7,718,135.15
$2,081,196.11
$9,799,331.25
k k m m m k m k k m k m k k km k k k km m k k k k k m H H k k m k k k k k k k kH k m k m k m m kkkkm k n m
DEF APPROP S OTHER ACCTS
ADMINISTRATION
INSTRUCTION
AUXILIARY STAFF
TRANSPORTATION
OPERATIONS
MAINTEimCE
FIXED COST £ INSURANCE
STUDENT ACTIVITIES
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
$2,412,951.87
$8,693,102.41
$33,365,927.29
$2,404,558.63
$2,766,193.04
$5,841,307.22
$1,749,553.51
$1,966,355.99
$9,252,736.79
$33,526,579.70
$2,673,926.50
$2,528,665.59
$5,891,884.70
$1,641,826.37
$9,856,860.22 $10,212,871.84 
$477,299.54 $465,107.03
$318,092.17 $278,299.95
$1,528,144.13 $4,446,731.12 
$8,509,225.10 $9,092,566.18
$31,739,643.32 $34,557,897.54 
$2,599,565.99 $2,771,282.41 
$2,656,156.28 $2,866,315.23 
$5,865,230.36 ' $6,278,055.09 
$1,555,570.45 $1,584,942.71 
$9,630,763.56 $10,174,957.03 
$389,766.40 $334,495.41
$270,451.82 $336,441.06
kk k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k kk k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k
PURCWSING DEPT 
ELECTRICAL POWER 
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY 
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 
CUSTODIANS £ GARDNERS 
LIBRARIANS
TRAVEL £ MILEAGE 581 £ 582 
OFFICE SUPPLIES 
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 
INSTRUCTIOtWL SUPPLIES 
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES 
MAINTDNANCE SUPPLIES 
WINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSONS 
S30KS ADMINISTRATION 
TEXT BOOKS 
LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIPMENT 
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 
TOTAL BUDGET 
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 
TOTAL BLOG SQ FOOTAGE 
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 
COST OF LIVING INDEX
$688,830.01 $689,323.38 $570,987.04 $684,911.49
$1,440,447.00
$3,170,345.62
$2,538,431.64
$3,365,891.96
$778,455.71
$91,170.51
$32,077.83
$177,886.33
$852,684.59
$226,682.03
$642,054.79
$4,499,416.79
$8,947.77
$670,227.34
$36,116.74
$6,172,244.24
$97,577.57
$65,472,894.01
$67,885,845.83
$66,915,171.53
7,972,148
85,884
1.953
$1,523,517.68
$3,163,633.90
$2,535,790.08
$3,319,088.19
$845,613.23
$87,990.81
$28,932.48
$190,711.99
$796,037.21
$213,984.38
$607,179.60
$4,367,562.70
$8,876.89
$651,030.32
$79,259.53
$6,116,906.29
$99,953.61
$66,471,898.48
$68,438,254.48
$67,597,868.63
8,027,099
86,975
2.177
$1,740,043.32
$3,057,534.82
$2,721,125.10
$3,152,314.98
$842,712.55
$80,748.13
$31,896.36
$202,078.14
$810,323.39
$214,155.87
$556,983.81
$4,144,398.79
$2,925.10
$602,798.79
$70,631.58
$6,309,664.37
$93,071.66
$63,216,373.28
$64,744,517.41
$63,947,458.30
8,184,161
87,761
2.470
$1,851,517.44 
$3,253,716.49 
.$2,840,761.29 
$3,325,758.35 
$850,448.04 
$72,738.89 
$30,799.12 
$184,142.86 
$821,290.36 
$211,905.25 
$530,329.97 
$4,364,553.80 
$5,275.43 
$612,577.30 
$71,890.93 
$6,501,065.74 
$85,129.64 
$68,047,552.70 
$72,494,333.82 
$69,039,939.77
8,184,161 
88,259 
2.723
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APPENDIX E: CCSD BUDGET SWflARIES, IN CCNSTAlf 1967 DOLLARS.
BUDGET SlMtARY EXPRESSED 67$ 82 83
TOTAL STAFF 
BLDG ADHINISTRATIW 
K-12 TEACHERS 
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 
VOCATION TEACHERS 
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 
TOTAL TEACHERS 
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC 
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS
$52,347,930.01
$6,047,602.22
$26,695,501.04
$1,702,676.02
$876,564.10
$3,889,580.04
$33,164,321.21
$19,183,608:80
$29,274,741.16
$3,979,337.84
$8,203,164.59
$2,124,082.81
$51,040,962.00
$5,905.431.74
$25,890,466.71
$2,146,751.18
$885,222.26
$4,060,617.01
$32,983,057.16
$18,057,904.84
$28,922,440.15
$4,148,488.57
$7,944,011.10
$2,067,651.93
84
$51,976,942.67
$5,727,387.31
$25,892,155.85
$2,266,671.33
$852,156.18
$4,265,551.89
$33,276,535.75
$18,700,406.92
$29,010,983.86
$4,354,243.16
$8,098,901.81
$2,268,812.52
$10,327,247.40 $10,011,663.08 $10,367,714.33
k k k m * m m kkkkkkkkkk i * * kkkm kkkkkH M cm H m m k m k *k m * rkkirm m k k ickm  
DEF APPROP £ OTHER ACCTS 
ADMINISTRATION 
INSTRUCTION 
AUXILIARY STAFF 
TRANSPORTATION 
OPERATIONS 
MAINTENANCE 
FIXED COST £ INSURANCE 
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 
CAPITAL IMPROVmENTS
$1,900,555.79 $687,161.06 $1,998,137.40
$9,509,714.48 $3,947,033.73 $9,503,921.91
$36,833,682.26 $36,287,398.45 $36,844,364.42
$2,979,358.97 $2,715,661.40 $2,862,257.33
$2,699,608:61 
$6,561,038.33 
$1,565,474.45 
$10,326,314.73 
$344,862.47 
$255,429.05
$3,000,030,84
$6,604,979.90
$1,588,281.36
$10,650,276.16
$340,942.83
$186,285.17
$2,905,719.93
$6,783,289.95
$1,827,206.26
$10,674,834.35
$382,467.55
$503,432.95
k k k k k k k k m k k k k k k k k k k k k k k m k k k H k k -k k k k k k kk k k k k kM rk i k m k M c k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k k -k k k k 
PURCHASING DEPT $703,784.13
ELECTRICAL POWER $1,831,494.11
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $3,455,933.32
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $2,989,185.03
CUSTODIANS £ GARDNERS $3,540,725.23
LIBRARIANS $934,569.99
TRAVEL £ MILEAGE 581 £ 582 $65,450.80
OFFICE SUPPLIES $27,313.93
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $155,791.06
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $808,064.80
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $202,035.00
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $501,645.88
WtINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSES
$661,283.79
$1,897,475.45
$3,197,394.75
$2,793,737.39
$3,335,971.42
$897,667.11
$57,464.36
$26,892.74
$152,541.69
$774,557.16
$192,334.57
$486,566.58
$841,839.21
$2,004,466.89
$3,198,007.25
$2,991,921.58
$3,403,716.97
$910,554.70
$67,215.49
$35,714.66
$156,986.32
$841,200.33
$196,333.28
$533,151.24
$4,614,542.97 $4,411,937.56 $4,675,287.31
TEXT BOOKS 
LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIPMENT 
FEDERAL FINDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 
TOTAL BUDGET 
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 
COST OF LIVING INDEX
$4,187.46 $4,536.31 $7,145.30
$598,532.57 $545,745.46 $589,350.25
$85,873.53 $66,712.51 $73,510.38
$6,159,496.53
$71,032.57
$71,693,551.98
$73,594,107.76
$72,737,944.21
8,229,076
38,425
2.886
$5,923,681.24
$75,832.89
$6,761,209.23
$74,982.21
$69,703,371.22 $72,292,544.65 
$70,390,532.28 $74,290,682.04
$70,057,731.34
8,229,076
37,825
2.974
$73,620,932.45
8,229,076
83,597
3.035
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APPENDIX F: CCSD BUDGET SLttiARIES,, COST PER STUDENT IN 1367 DOLLARS.
COST PER STUDENT IN 67 $ 1950 - 51 1951 - 52 1952 - 53 1953 - 54
TOTAL STAFF $222.20 $204.66 $220.88 $241.06
BLDG ADMINISTRATION $11.76 $9.15 $12.17 $14.86
K-12 TEACHERS $169.06 $158.21 $169.11 $182.80
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATION. TEACHERS $3.18 $2.50 $2.41 $2.03
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL TEACHERS $172.24 $160.71 $171.52 $184.84
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $49.96 $43.94 $49.36 $56.23
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $172.24 $160.71 $171.52 $184.84
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $28.40 $25.95 $29.73 $39.70
ADMINISTRATION $25.31 $18.53 $24.94 $28.55
INSTRUCTION $187.94 $174.16 $183.42 $200.17
AUXILIARY STAFF $5.04 $4.35 $4.29 $3.70
TRANSPORTATION $5.94 $6.77 $5.60 $7.57
OPERATIONS $24.10 $25.04 $25.48 $28.97
MAINTEKANCE $12.68 $8.34 $8.63 $10.12
FIXED COST & INSURANCE $6.14 $3.95 $6.99 $3.85
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $95.12 $11.27 $324.15 $303.51
A  A  A  A  A A H  A  A  A A  A H  A A  A  A H  A  A  A K A  A  A  A  A H  A  A A K A  A  A K H  A A  A A A  A  A H H  A A A  A H  A K  A H  A  A K K  A  A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
PURCHASING DEPT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
ELECTRICAL POWER $4.22 $4.36 $4.03 $4.92
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY $17.77 $13.59 $16.41 $13.62
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION $5.94 $6.77 $5.60 $7.57
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS $17.06 $17.76 $18.77 $20.77
LIBRARIANS $1.52 $1.38 $0.57 $0.40
TRWEL W D  MILEAGE 581 & 582 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $0.25 $0.26 $0.32 $0.37
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES $1.05 $1.03 $0.96 $0.95
INSTRUCTIOWL SUPPLIES $11.29 $8.29 $7.58 $9.23
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES $2.14 $1.55 $1.57 $1.74
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $8.42 $6.93 $6.34 $6.60
WAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSOiS $19.97 $18.79 $21.00 $24.07
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $4.41 $5.16 $4.33 $6.11
LIBRARY BOOKS $1.39 $1.29 $1.26 $1.25
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT $37.15 $32.32 $30.11 $35.49
FEDERAL FINDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
LIBRARY BKS, CCSD + FEDERAL $1.39 $1.29 $1.26 $1.25
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $267.15 $241.13 $259.35 $282.94
TOTAL BUDGET $390.79 $281.40 $608.91 $624.08
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $267.15 $241.13 $259.35 $282.94
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE/STUDENT 59.8 57.3 89.3 77.2
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 8,600 9,917 11,683 13,961
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APPENDIX F: CCSD BUDGET SimiRIES,, COST PER STUDENT IN 1967 DOLLARS.
COST PER STUDENT IN 67 $ 1954 - 55 1955 - 56 1956 - 57 ' 1957 - 58
TOTAL STAFF $271.99 $306.88 $349.37 $320.08
BLDG ADMINISTRATIF $19.62 $21.01 $27.51 $31.51
K-12 TEACHERS $200.66 $222.61 $248.53 $218.24
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $2.20 $1.99 $1.92 $1.78
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $0.72 $0.95 $1.03 $2.36
TOTAL TEACHERS $203.57 $225.55 $251.48 $222.38
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $68.42 $81.33 $97.89 $97.69
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $202.86 $224.60 $250.45 $220.03
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF $0.72 $0.95 $1.03 $2.36
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $0.00 $0.00 $2.82 $2,16
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $0.00 $0.00 $2.82 $2.16
k a a a a k a a a a a a a a k k a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a k a a a h k a h k h a k a a a a a a a a a a a k a a a a k a a a a a a h a a a a a a a a a a a a h h a a
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $46.93 $42.03 $6.80 $8.19
ADMINISTRATIF $35.02 $44.00 $48.70 $53.62
INSTRUCTIF $222.98 $251.83 $275.26 $242.90
AUXILIARY STAFF • $4.37 $6.01 $9.65 $11.10
TRFWSPORTATIF $5.72 $6.21 $4.73 • $5.45
OPERATIFS $37.14 $36.54 $41.18 $38.61
t^INTEmiCE $10.72 $17.71 $15.63 $17.64
FIXED COST £ INSURFCE $4.17 $3.42 $4.92 $5.74
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.57
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $483.60 $190.48 $35.35 $64.25
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
PURCHASING DEPT $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
ELECTRICAL PFER $5.59 $6.23 $6.75 $6.87
AFINISTRATOR SALARY $22.29 $25.01 $31.99 $29.69
STUDENT TRFSPORTATIF $5.72 $6.21 $4.49 $4.54
CUSTODIES £ MRFERS $27.83 $26.17 $29.74 $26.64
LIBRARIANS $1.25 $1.61 $2.20 $1.82
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 £ 582 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $0.37 $0.35 $0.09 $0.97
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES $0.81 $5.22 $1.43 $1.66
INSTRUCTIOWL SUPPLIES $11.98 $17.62 $16.58 $13.19
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES $1.89 $1.93 $2.16 $1.63
MAINTFANCE SUPPLIES $9.45 $9.49 $7.15 $9.91
miNT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS $29.80 $34.92 $38.09 $34.16
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $7l42 $8.66 $5.89 $5.81
LIBRARY BOOKS $1.24 $1.25 $1.31 $1.53
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIFENT $44.28 $69.58 $60.48 $55.09
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0,00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
LIBRARY BKS, CCSD + FEDERAL $1.24 $1.25 $1.31 $1.53
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $320.12 $365.72 $400.07 $375.64
TOTAL BUDGET $843.27 $597.70 $429.88 $448.08
ACTUAL EXPFDITURES $320.12 $355.72 $400.07 $375.64
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE/STUDENT 88.7 89.4 87.4 89.1
STUDENT FROLLMENT ADE 16,754 19,094 20,191 21,834
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APPENDIX F: CCSD BUDGET SUMMARIES,, COST PER STUDENT IN 1367 DOLLARS.
COST PER STUDENT IN 67 $ 195B - 59 1959 - 60 1960 - 61 1961 - 62
TOTAL STAFF $320.56 $348.02 $346.81 $352.29
BLDG AFINISTRATIF $22.61 $26.15 $26.92 $27.37
K-12 TEACHERS $223.34 $246.85 $245.69 $241.23
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATICWL TEACHERS $2.14 $1.90 $1.78 $1.95
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $1.90 $3.62 $5.86 $8.83
TOTAL TEACHERS $227.39 $252.37 $253.33 $252.01
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $93.17 $95.65 $93.48 $100.28
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $225.48 $248.75 $247.47 $243.18
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF $1.90 $3.62 $5.86 $8.83
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $2.63 $2.85 $2.76 $2.84
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $2.63 $2.85 $2.76 $2.84
DEF APPROP £ OTHER ACCTS $11.06 $3.88 $1.96 $7.85
AFINISTRATIF $42.05 $46.14 $46.03 $45.83
INSTRUCTIF $246.56 $275.95 $273.34 $276.77
AUXILIARY STAFF $11.89 $12.60 $12.53 $12.83
TRmSPORTATIF $6.05 $7.58 $7.51 $8.67
OPERATIFS $40.17 $41.62 $39.84 $40.33
MAINTENANCE $13.76 $14.98 $13.72 $14.18
FIXED COST £ INSURANCE $6.33 $6.29 $7.54 $7.43
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $15.23 $18.56 $10.21 $19.64
PURCmSING DEPT $0.87 $0.88 $0.82 $0.71
ELECTRICAL PFER $7.02 $7.57 $7.66 $7.81
AFINISTRATOR SALARY $27.27 $29.93 $29.76 $30.72
STUDENT TRFSPORTATIF $5.36 $5.63 $5.50 $5.91
CUSTODIANS £ GARFERS $27.86 $28.86 $27.08 $27.23
LIBRARIANS $1.75 $2.39 $2.52 $2.62
TRAVEL W D  MILEAGE 581 £ 582 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $0.76 $1.07 $1.14 $1.29
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES $1.57 $1.96 $1.62 $2,12
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $11.42 $14.34 $11.70 $13.61
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES $1.44 $2.03 $1.69 $1.86
MAINTEhSANCE SUPPLIES $6.96 $7.83 $7.18 $7.24
tAINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS $35.37 $36.19 $33.33 $32.97
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $4.68 $5.40 $5.61 $7.30
LIBRARY BOOKS $1.57 $1.90 $1.16 $1.74
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIFENT $61.17 $68.79 $52.95 $68.42
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
LIBRARY BKS, CCSD + FEDERAL $1.57 $1.90 $1.16 $1.74
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $382.04 $423.71 $410.71 $425.69
TOTAL BUDGET $393.10 $427.59 $412.67 $433.53
ACTUAL EXPFDITURES $382.04 $423.71 $410.71 $425.69
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE/STUDENT 83.0 83.3 86.2 80.7
STUDENT FROLFENT ADE 24,202 26,415 29,732 34,954
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APPENDIX F: CCSD BUDGET SWMARIES, COST PER STUDENT IN 1967 DOLLARS.
COST PER STUDENT IN 67 $ 1962 - 63 1963 - 64 1964 - 65 1965 - 66
TOTAL STAFF $325.85 $371.50 $423.46 $416.24
BLDG AFINISTRATIF $26.40 $31.19 $38.50 $50.45
K-12 TEACHERS $224.73 $239.75 $262.79 $245.53
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $1.63 $6.05 $5.09 $8.97
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $8.50 $17.59 $24.68 $25.11
TOTAL TEACHERS $234.87 $263.38 $292.56 $279.62
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $90.99 $108.12 $130.90 $136.63
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $226.37 $245.80 $267.88 $254.50
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF $8.50 $17.59 $24.68 $25.11
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $2.76 $4.04 $4.46 $5.46
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $2.76 $4.04 $4.46 $5.46
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $1.13 $2.05 $3.40 $3.20
AFINISTRATIF $43.93 $57.82 $64.87 $75.25
INSTRUCTIF $265.87 $296.01 $329.00 $311.44
AUXILIARY STAFF $12.95 $13.94 $19.13 $18.20
TRFSPORTATIF $7.64 $8.56 $13.55 $10.71
OPERATIFS $36.91 $40.38 $45.89 $44.38
MAINTEimCE $15.84 $23.78 $26.31 $19.54
FIXED COST fi INSURANCE $6.39 $7.62 $8.72 $10.49
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $0.00 $0.14 $0.35 $0.31
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $15.84 $18.80 $10.42 $1.84
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A * A A A * * A * * A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A * t A A A *
PURCHASING DEPT $0.62 $2.15 $2.02 $1.30
ELECTRICAL PFER $7.17 $8.35 $8.85 $10.61
AFINISTRATOR SALARY $26.59 $30.60 $33.09 $32.50
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF $6.79 $8.63 $11.57 $9.75
CUSTODIANS & GARFERS $24.85 $26.29 $30.91 $26.49
LIBRARIANS $2.56 $3.06 $3.97 $5.23
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 & 582 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
OFFICE SUPPLIES $1.65 $2.61 $1.79 $1.24
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES $1.94 $3.62 $4.78 $4.06
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $13.73 $15.16 $15.33 $11.61
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES $1.31 $1.35 $1.04 $1.82
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $9.22 $15.93 $17.14 $9.22
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS $30.70 $34.41 $39.86 $35.36
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
TEXT BOOKS $12.94 $7.56 $9.53 $11.48
LIBRARY BOOKS $2.44 $6.20 $6.95 $4.34
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT $68.29 $84.88 $86.84 $67.24
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
LIBRARY BKS, CCSD + FEDERAL $2.44 $6.20 $6.95 $4.34
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $405.36 $467.05 $518.23 $492.15
TOTAL BUDGET $406.49 $469.10 $521.64 $495.35
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $405.36 $467.05 $518.23 $492.15
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE/STUDENT 71.9 70.3 82.3 91.5
STUDENT FROLFENT ADE 43,085 49,598 53,370 57,880
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APPENDIX F: CCSD BUDGET SUmARIES, COST PER STUDENT IN 1967 DOLLARS.
COST PER STUDENT IN 67 $ 1966 - 67 1967 - 68 1968 - 59 1969 - 70
TOTAL STAFF $436.88 $474.40 $461.05 $489.23
BLDG AFINISTRATIF $39.27 $39.53 $37.02 $43.08
K-12 TEACHERS $261.28 $280.72 $274.14 $294.95
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $14.01 $11.56 $7.39 $0.23
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $7.74 $9.66 $9.93 $7.93
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $23.63 $30.36 $25.71 $25.50
TOTAL TEACHERS $306.65 $332.30 $317.67 $328.61
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $130.23 $142.10 $143.38 $160.68
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $283.02 $301.94 $291.96 $303.12
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF $23.63 $31.21 $25.71 $25.50
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $6.74 $7.50 $7.31. $34.42
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $2.48 $2.78 $2.52 $3.08
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $9.23 $10.28 $9.82 $37.51
DEF APPROP £ OTHER ACCTS $17.64 $32.80 $35.09 $41.43
AFINISTRATIF $72.03 $78.67 $80.12 $39.79
INSTRUCTIF $342.61 $362.61 $346.13 $357.28
AUXILIARY STAFF $26.70 $26.89 $27.84 $29.54
TRFWSPORTATIF $8.27 $12.92 $14.36 $14.47
OPERATIFS $49.92 $50.75 $50.15 $53.50
MAINTEMNCE $11.75 $12.76 $11.71 $12.63
FIXED COST £ INSURFCE $11.48 $12.47 $11.49 $39.16
STUDENT ACTIVITIES . $3.50 $3.96 $3.70 $3.33
CAPITAL INPROVFENTS $2.19 $0.04 $0.98 $1.53
A A H A A A A H A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A  A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
PURCmSING DEPT $6.07 $6.45 $7.00 $9.94
ELECTRICAL PFER $12.59 $11.72 $11.01 $10.65
AFINISTRATOR SALARY $35.17 $37.49 $35.17 $38.04
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF $8.09 $12.81 $14.25 $14.28
CUSTODIES £ (BRFERS $26.52 $29.72 $30.10 $33.26
LIBRARIANS $9.89 $8.81 $9.91 $9.34
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 £ 582 $1.44 $1.45 $1.36 $1.33
OFFICE SUPPLIES $0.54 $0.65 $0.56 $0.58
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES $1.73 $1.82 $2.26 $2.15
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $13.39 $11.76 $11.20 $10.49
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES $2.69 $2.33 $2.43 $2.17
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $6.25 $6.74 $6.26 $6.24
MAINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS $32.75 $36.49 $36.18 $41.39
BOOKS ADMINISTRATIF $0.15 $8.18 $0.62 $0.37
TEXT BOOKS $7.11 $8,05 $6.79 $7.10
LIBRARY BOOKS $6.47 $1.07 $2.64 $0.22
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIFENT $63.12 $56.80 $55.67 $53.60
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
LIBRARY BKS, CCSD + FEDERAL $6.47 $1.07 $2.64 $0.22
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $528.46 $561.08 $546.49 $601.28
TOTAL BUDGET $546.10 $593.88 $581.57 $642.76
ACTUAL EXPFDITURES $528.46 $571.97 $558.20 $608.14
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE/STUDENT 91,2 86.9 81.2 79.2
STUDENT FROLLMENT ADE 59,832 63,129 67,554 70,535
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APPENDIX F: CCSD BUDGET SlMttRIES,, COST PER STUDENT IN 1967 DOLLARS.
COST PER STUDENT IN 67 $ 1970 - 71 1971 - 72 1972 - 73 1973 - 74
TOTAL STAFF $464.B9 $510.15 $522.41 $531.43
BLDG AFINISTRATIF $41.09 $49.30 $52.42 $51.46
K-12 TEACHERS $274.38 $288.98 $297.50 $291.05
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $0.29 $4.23 $4.78 $10.05
VOCATIFAL TEACHERS $8.36 $9.67 $8.72 $9.68
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $26.36 $27.23 $28.60 $28.80
TOTAL TEACHERS $309.39 $330.11 $339.59 $339.59
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $155.51 $180.05 $182.82 $191.85
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $283.03 $302.87 $311.00 $310.79
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF $26.36 $27.70 $30.55 $29.27
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $30.45 $33.87 $34.60 $41.33
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $5.19 $10.71 $11.71 $12.06
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $35.64 $44.58 $46.31 $53.39
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A X A A r . A A A A X A A A A A A A X A X X A X A A X A A X A A A A A A A A X X A X A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A X A A A A A A A A A A A H A
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $43.47 $48.35 $46.12 $36.80
AFINISTRATIF $87.00 $112.10 $109.01 $113.52
INSTRUCTIF $341.11 $354.98 $365.84 $366.79
AUXILIARY STAFF $27.69 $31.66 $31.89 $31.43
TRAISPORTATIF $17.37 $17.35 $20.64 $25.81
OPERATIFS $49.93 $54.01 $56.70 $59.04
I^INTEmiCE $13.45 $15.21 $15.74 $14.78
FIXED COST & INSURFCE $37.31 $46.80 $48.66 $55.27
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $3.26 $3.74 $3.94 $2.33
CAPITAL. IMPROVEMENTS $2.72 $3.18 $3.25 $8.07
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
PURCHASING DEPT $9-93 $12.27 $9.20 $9.33
ELECTRICAL PFER $10.15 $10.73 $11.62 $13.11
AFINISTRATOR SALARY $35.61 $41.50 $51.36 $51.06
STUDENT TimSPORTATIF $16.89 $16.41 $19.08 $24.39
CUSTODIES £ GARFERS $31.16 $35.44 $35.28 $36.64
LIBRARIANS $9.53 $11.43 $10.41 $10.54
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 £ 582 $1.29 $1.36 $1.31 $1.20
OFFICE SUPPLIES $0.56 $0.56 $0.53 $0.50
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES $2.08 $3.09 $2.80 $2.48
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $10.31 $10.77 $11.25 $12.53
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES $1.94 $1.96 $1.88 $1.80
MAMENFCE SUPPLIES $6.79 $6.50 $5.21 $6.06
MAINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS $39.43 $44.87 $44.98 $45.45
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF $0.31 $0.09 $0.07 $0.05
TEXT BOOKS $8.52 $9.19 $9.17 $7.68
LIBRARY BOOKS $2.41 $1.60 $1.55 $1.43
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIFENT $58.14 $60.79 $61.70 $67.55
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.00 $0.00 $1.21 $1.09
LIBRARY BKS, CCSD + FEDERAL $2.41 $1.60 $2.75 $2.53
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $579.84 $639.04 $655.67 $677.04
TOTAL BUDGET $623.30 $687.39 $701.80 $713.84
ACTWL EXPFDITURES $600.95 $663.32 $681.73 $693.55
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE/STUDENT 84.8 89.5 91.3 93.6
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 73,371 74,669 75,665 77.260
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APPENDIX F: CCSD BUDGET SIJtWRIES, COST PER STUDENT IN 1967 DOLLARS.
COST PER STUDENT IN 67 $ 1974 - 75 1975 - 76 1976 - 77 1977 - 78
TOTAL STAFF $522.32 $504.74 $511.33 $540.01
BLDG AFINISTRATIF $48.97 $47.28 $46.32 $48.32
K-12 TEACHERS $285.63 $270.32 $273.41 $284.24
FCILLARY TEACHERS $9.88 $9.21 $9.30 $14.69
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS $9.27 $8.42 $7.37 $7.99
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $27.48 $29.71 $30.99 $34.10
TOTAL TEACHERS $332.27 $317.67 $321.07 $341.01
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $190.04 $187.07 $190.27 $198.99
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $304.79 $287.96 $290.08 $306.91
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF $30.19 $34.70 $38.26 $41.16
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $41.60 $80.48 $83.21 $86.00
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $11.19 $14.63 $15.38 $22.76
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $52.78 $95.11 $98.60 $108.76
kkkikkHkHkmkkkkk-kHMckm idkHHHkkkkkkkkHkkHmmkkkkimkkkkkkkkkkkkkHkkkkmkhkkkkk
DEF APPROP S OTHER ACCTS $28.46 $30.53 $22.12 $26.30
AFINISTRATIF $98.26 $95.47 $94.64 $99.78
INSTRUCTIF $370.23 $356.70 $363.56 $382.95
AUXILIARY STAFF $30.82 $29.83 $27.67 $30.26
TRA4SP0RTATIF $25.32 $25.14 $24.26 $25.40
OPERATIFS $61,67 $62,71 $70.04 $69.97
MAINTEWNCE $16.77 $16.01 $17.54 $17.76
FIXED COST & INSURFCE $54.37 $97.70 $103.29 $109.53
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $1.91 $5.09 $6.18 $5.39
CAPITAL IMPROVFENTS $6.85 $4.11 $4.06 $2.82
ik k m k * kkkkkhkkki.kkMckkd'.W rkW iM M kkkkkkkkkkkkkk M kkM M *h kkrhkM k^kHkkkkkkkiHdckkrki kHrki dd r ^
PURCmSING DEPT $9.12 $9.37 $8.22 $8.06
ELECTRICAL POWER $13.84 $14.09 $18.83 $18.01
AFINISTRATOR SALARY $48.38 $46.35 $43.89 $42.57
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF $23.72 $22.89 $24.21 $25.60
CUSTODIANS & GARFERS $37.78 $37.27 $38,70 $39.52
LIBRARIANS $10.15 $9.59 $8.94 $10.25
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 531 & 582 $0.99 $0.99 $1.05 $0,98
OFFICE SUPPLIES $0.39 $0.36 $0.36 $0.79
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES $2.38 $2.85 $2.51 $1.75
INSTRUCTICmL SUPPLIES $11.95 $10.77 $10.45 $9.85
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES $1.94 $1.99 $2.24 $2.08
MAINTENFCE SUPPLIES $6.49 $5.93 $6.47 $5.85
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS $48.33 $47.39 $49.69 $51.39
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF $0.21 $0.19 $0.19 $0.18
TEXT BOOKS $7.87 $6.95 $6.96 $8.03
LIBRARY BOOKS $1.43 $1.30 $1.23 $1.11
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIFENT $68.61 $69.62 $72.33 $69.81
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $1.10 $0.95 $0.78 $1.13
LIBRARY BKS, CCSD + FEDERAL $2.53 $2.25 $2.01 $2.24
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $566.22 $692.76 $711.24 $743.88
TOTAL BUDGET $694.68 $723.30 $733.36 $770.13
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES $677.88 $707.91 $723.86 $756.31
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE/STUDENT 92.4 89.7 91.3 94.0
STUDENT FROLFENT ADE 78,269 80,592 82,547 83,842
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APPENDIX F: CCSD BUDGET SUttWRIES, COST PER STUDENT IN 1967 DOLLARS.
COST PER STUDENT IN 67 $ 1978 - 79 1979 - 80 1980 - 81 1981 - 82
TOTAL STAFF $547.41 $550.85 $516.30 $556.42
BLDG ADMINISTRATIF $49.96 $51.66 $48.75 $63.34
K-12 TEACHERS $282.90 $279.13 $259.91 $283.58
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $20.10 $20.69 $20.26 $18.91
VOIATIONAL TEACHERS $8.02 $9.27 $8.47 $8.78
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $37.09 $36.78 $36.42 $41.91
TOTAL TEACHERS $348.12 $345.87 $325.06 $353.18
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $199.29 $204.98 $191.24 $203.23
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $311.02 $309.09 $288.64 $311.27
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF $43.40 $42.76 $37.35 $42.86
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $87.11 $86.89 $77.15 $87.45
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $26.86 $29.08 $27.47 $23.58
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $113.96 $115.97 $104.62 $111.03
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $28.10 $22.61 $17.41 $50.33
AFINISTRATIF $101.22 $106.38 $96.96 $103.02
INSTRUCTIF $388.50 $335.47 $361.66 $391.55
AUXILIARY STAFF $28.00 $30.74 $29.62 $31.40
TRANSPORTATIF . $32.21 $29.07 $30.27 $32.48
OPERATIFS $68.01 $67.74 $66.83 $71.13
MINTENWICE $20.37 $18.88 $17.73 $17.96
FIXED COST & INSURANCE $114.77 $117.42 $109.74 $115.29
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $5.56 . $5.35 ' $4.44 $4.36
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS $3.70 $3.20 $3.08 $3.81
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A X A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A X A A A A X A A A X A
PURCHASING DEPT $8.02 $7.93 $6.51 $7.76
ELECTRICAL PFER $16.77 $17.52 $19.83 $20.98
AFINISTRATOR SALARY $36.91 $36.37 $34.84 $36.87
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF $29.56 $29.16 $31.01 $32.19
CUSTODIANS & GARFERS $39.19 $38.16 $35.92 $37.68
LIBRARIANS $9.06 $9.72 $9.60 $9.75
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 £ 582 $1.05 $1.01 $0.92 $0.82
OFFICE SUPPLIES $0.37 $0.33 $0.36 $0.35
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES $2.07 $2.19 $2.30 $2.09
INSTRÜCTIFAL SUPPLIES $9.93 $9.15 $9.23 $9.31
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES $2.64 $2.46 $2.44 $2.40
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $7.48 $6.98 $6.35 $6.01
MAINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS $52.39 $50.22 $47.22 $49.45
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF $0.10 $0.10 $0.03 $0.06
TEXT BOOKS $7.80 $7.49 $6.87 $6.94
LIBRARY BOOKS $1.00 $0.91 $0.30 $0.31
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIPMENT $71.87 $70.33 $71.90 $73.66
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $1.14 $1.15 $1.06 $0,96
LIBRARY BKS, CCSD + FEDERAL $2.14 $2.06 $1.87 $1,78
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $762.34 $764.26 $720.32 $771,00
TOTAL BUDGET $790.44 $786.87 $737.74 $821.38
ACRAL EXPFDITURES $779.13 $777.21 $728.65 $782.24
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE/STUDENT 92.8 92.3 93.3 92.7
STUDENT FROLFENT ADE 85,834 86,975 87,761 83,259
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APPENDIX F: CCSD BUDGET SUMMARIES, COST PER STUDENT IN 1967 DOLLARS.
COST PER STUDENT IN 67 $ 1982 - 83 1983 - 84 1984 - 35
TOTAL STAFF $592.00 $581.17 $586.67
BLDG AFINISTRATIF $68.39 $66.10 $64.65
K-12 TEACHERS $301.90 $294.80 $232.25
ANCILLARY TEACHERS $19.26 $24.44 $25.58
VOCATIFAL TEACHERS $9.91 $10.08 $9.62
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS $43.99 $46.24 $48.15
TOTAL TEACHERS $375.06 $375.55 $375.59
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF $216.95 $205.61 $211.07
TOTAL TEACHERS W/0 SPEC EDUC $331.07 $329.32 $327.45
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF $45.00 $47.24 $49.15
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS $92.77 $90.45 $31.41
GROUP HEALTH, SUI $24.02 $23.54 $25.61
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS $116.79 $114.00 $117.02
W d m k k km m m k k m m icitMikk m k k k m k k k k k k k m m k k k M n k k k U k k k k m k m i.
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS $21.49 $7.82 $22.55
AFINISTRATIF $107.55 $101.87 $107.33
INSTRUCTIF $416.55 $413.18 $415.86
AUXILIARY STAFF $33.69 $30.92 $32.31
TRFSPORTATIF $33.93 $30.74 $32.80
OPERATIFS $74.70 $74.71 $76.56
MAINTENANCE $17.96 $17.82 $20.62
FIXED COST & INSURANCE $120.44 $117.58 $120.49
STUDENT ACTIVITIES $3.86 $3.93 $4.32
CAPITAL IMPROVFENTS $2.11 $2.91 $5.68
k M ckkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk*kkkkk-kkkkkkkkkkkkkmkMikkkhkkkii*kkkkk-k M M rkkkkkkkkkk*kk*k
PURCHASING DEPT $7.96 $7.53 $9.50
ELECTRICAL POWER $20.71 $21.61 $22.62
AFINISTRATOR SALARY $39.08 $36.41 $36,10
STUDENT TR^SPORTATIF $33.80 $31.81 $33.77
CUSTODIANS & GARFERS $40.04 $37.98 $33.42
LIBRARIANS $10.57 $10.22 $10.28
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 531 S 582 $0.74 $0.65 $0.76
OFFICE SUPPLIES $0.31 $0.31 $0.40
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES $1.76 $1.74 $1.77
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES $9.14 $8.82 $9.49
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES $2.28 $2.19 $2.22
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES $5.67 $5.54 $6.02
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS $52.19 $50.24 $52.77
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF $0.05 $0.05 $0.08
TEXT BOOKS $6.77 $6.21 $6=65
LIBRARY BOOKS $0.97 $0.76 $0.83
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIFENf $69.66 $67.45 $76.31
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS $0.80 $0.86 $0.85
LIBRARY BKS, CCSD + FEDERAL $1.77 $1.62 $1.68
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $810.78 $793.66 $815.97
TOTAL BUDGET $832.28 $801.49 $833.52
ACTUAL EXPFDITURES $822.59 $797.70 $830.96
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE/STUDENT 93.1 93.7 92.9
STUDENT FROLFENT ADE 88,425 87,825 88,537
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APPENDIX G: CCSD BUDGET SUMMARIES, PERCENT OF TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET.
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN 1967 $ & COST PER STUDENT,, EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE
OF LINE ITEM TO TOTAL BUDGET $267.15 $241.13 $259.35 $282.94
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
SPECIAL EDUCATIF TEACHERS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 64.47% 66.65% 66.13% 65.33%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 DOLLARS EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
BUDGET, LESS SPECIAL EDUCATIF, TV COSTS, AND STAFF FIXED COSTS 1952 - 53 1953 - 54
TOTAL STAFF 83.17% 84.87% 85.17% 85.20%
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 4.40% 3.80% 4.69% 5.25%
K-12 TEACHERS 63.28% 65.61% 65.21% 64.61%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
VOCATIFAL TEACHERS 1.19% 1.04% 0.33% 0.7zi
TOTAL TEACHERS 64.47% 66.65% 66.13% 65.33%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 18.70% 18.22% 19.03% 13.87%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
DEF APPROP £ OTHER ACCTS 7.27% 9.22% 4.88% 6.36%
AFINISTRATIF - 9.47% 7.68% 9.62% 10.09%
INSTRUCTIF 70.35% 72.23% 70.73% 70.75%
AUXILIARY STAFF 1.89% 1.80% 1.65% 1.31%
TRANSPORTATIF 2.22% 2.81% 2.16% 2.68%
OPERATIFS 9.02% 10.38% 9.82%' 10.24%
MAINTENANCE 4.75% 3.46% 3.33% 3.58%
FIXED COST £ INSURANCE 2.30% 1.64% 2.70% 1.36%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
CAPITAL IMPR0>7FENTS 24.34% 4.00% 53.23% 48.63%
PURCIASING DEPT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
ELECTRICAL PFER 1.58% 1.81% 1.55% 1.74%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 6.65% 5.63% 6.33% 6.58%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 2.22% 2.81% 2.16% 2.68%
CUSTODIANS £ GARFERS 6.3% 7.37% 7.24% 7.34%
LIBRARIANS 0.57% 0.57% 0.22% 0.14%
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 £ 582 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.09% 0.11% 0.12% 0.13%
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES 0.33% 0.43% 0.37% 0.34%
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4.23% 3.44% 2.92% 3.26%
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.80% 0.64% 0.61% 0.62%
fttlNTENFCE SUPPLIES 3.15% 2.87% 2.45% 2.33%
MAINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS 7.47% 7.73% 8.10% 8.51%
BOOKS AFINim-.TIF 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TEXT BOOKS 1.65% 2.14% 1.67% 2.16%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.52% 0.53% 0.43% 0.44%
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIPMENT 13.91% 13.40% 11.61% 12.54%
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
TOTAL BUDGET 146.28% 116.70% 234.78% 220.57%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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APPENDIX G: CCSD BUDGET SIMWRIES, PERCENT OF TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET.
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN 1967 $ & COST PER STUDENT, EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE
OF LINE ITEM TO TOTAL BUDGET $319.40 $364.77 $396.22 $371.13
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF 0.22% 0.26% 0.26% 0.63%
SPECIAL EDUCATIF TEACHERS 0.22% 0.26% 0.26% 0.63%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 63.59% 61.67% 62.86% 59.20%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 DOLLARS EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
BUDGET, LESS SPECIAL EDUCATIF, 1954 - 53 . 1955 - 56 1956 -  57 1957 - 58
TOTAL STAFF 85.16% 84.13% 88.18% 86.24%
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 6.14% 5.76% 6.94% 8.49%
K-12 TEACHERS 62.82% 61.03% 62.73% 58.80%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
VOCATIFAL TEACHERS 0.69% 0.55% 0.48% • 0.48%
TOTAL TEACHERS 63.51% 61.57% 63.21% 59.29%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 21.42% 22.30% 24.71% 26.32%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 0.00% 0.00% 0.71% 0.58%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 0.00% 0.00% 0.71% 0.58%
kkm m m m k k kitid m H m k ik k H k irkkkkkUkkkkkikkkkkkkkmkkkliHH-kkkkkkkkkkkkkm H icn m k k k
DEF APPROP S OTHER ACCTS 5.56% 7.03% 1.58% 1.83%
AFINISTRATIF 10.96% 12.06% 12.29% 14.45%
INSTRUCTIF • 69.59% 68.78% 69.21% 64.81%
AUXILIARY STAFF 1.37% 1.65% 2.43% 2.99%
TRFNSPORTATIF 1.79% ■ 1.70% 1.19% 1.47%
OPERATIFS 11.63% 10.02% 10.39% 10.40%
MAINTENANCE 3.36% 4.85% 3.94% 4.75%
FIXED COST & INSURmCE 1.30% 0.94% 1.24% 1.55%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 57.35% 31.87% 8.22% 14.34%
A H A H A A A A A A A A A H A A A A A A H A A A A A A A A A H H A A H A A A A A H A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A H H A A A H A A A A A A H A A A A A A H A A H A A A A  A A A A A A A A A A A
PURCHASING DEPT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
ELECTRICAL POWER 1.75% 1.71% 1.70% 1.85%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 6.98% 6.86% 8.07% 8.00%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 1.79% 1.70% 1.13% 1.22%
CUSTODIANS & MRFERS 8.71% 7.17% 7.50% 7.18%
LIBRARIANS 0.39% 0.44% 0.55% 0.49%
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 & 582 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.11% 0.09% 0.02% 0.26%
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES 0.25% 1.43% 0.36% 0.45%
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 3.75% 4.83% 4.19% 3.55%
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.59% 0.53% 0.55% 0.45%
MAINTEFMNCE SUPPLIES 2.96% 2.60% 1.80% 2.67%
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 9.33% 9.57% 9.61% 9.20%
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TEXT BOOKS 2.32% 2.37% 1.49% 1.56%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.39% 0.34% 0.33% 0.41%
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIFENT 13.86% 19.07% 15.26% 14.84%
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 100.23% 100.26% 100.97% 101.22%
TOTAL BUDGET 264.02% 163.86% 108.50% 120.73%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 100.23% 100.26% 100.97% 101.22%
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APPENDIX G: CCSD BUDGET SUWRIES, PERCENT OF TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET.
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN 1967 $ S COST PER STUDENT, EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE
OF LINE ITEM TO TOTAL BUDGET $377.51 $417.24 $402.10 $414.01
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF 0.50% 0.85% 1,43% 2.08%
SPECIAL EDUCATIF TEACHERS 0.50% 0.85% 1.43% 2.08%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 59.52% 59.56% 61.68% 59.20%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 DOLLARS EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF THE TOTAL 
BUDGET, LESS SPECIAL EDUCATIF, 1958 - 59 1959 - 60 I960 - 61 1961 - 62
TOTAL STAFF 84.91% 83.41% 86.25% 85.09%
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 5.99% 6.27% 6.70% 6.61%
K-12 TEACHERS 59.16% 59.16% 61.10% 58.27%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 0.57% 0.46% 0.44% 0.47%
TOTAL TEACHERS 59.73% 59.62% 61.55% 58.74%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 24.68% 22.92% 23.25% 24.22%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 0.70% 0.68% 0.69% 0.69%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 0.70% 0.68% 0.69% 0.69%
DEF APPROP £ OTHER ACCTS 2.81% 0.91% 0.47% 1.81%
AFINISTRATIF ■ 11.14% 11.06% 11.45% 11.07%
INSTRUCTIF 64.81% 65.27% 66.52% 64.72%
AUXILIARY STAFF 3.15% 3.02% 3.12% 3.10%
TimSPORTATIF 1.60% 1.82% 1.87% 2.09%
OPERATIFS 10.64% 9.97% 9.91% 9.74%
MAINTEmCE 3.65% 3.59% 3.41% 3.43%
FIXED COST £ INSURANCE 1.68% 1.51% 1.87% 1.79%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 4.04% 4.45% 2.54% 4.74%
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A / i  A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
PURCHASING DEPT 0.23% 0.21% 0.20% 0.17%
ELECTRICAL PFER 1.86% 1.81% 1.90% 1.89%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 7.22% 7.17% . 7.40% 7.42%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 1.42% 1.35% 1.37% 1.43%
CUSTODIES £ Û4RFERS 7.38% 6.92% 6.73% 6.58%
LIBRARIANS 0.46% 0.57% 0.63% 0.63%
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 £ 582 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.20% 0.26% 0.28% 0.31%
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES 0.42% 0.47% 0.40% 0.51%
INSTRUCTIFAL SUPPLIES 3.02% 3.44% 2.91% 3.29%
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.38% 0.49% 0.42% 0.45%
MAINTENFCE SUPPLIES 1.84% 1.88% 1.79% 1.75%
miNT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS 9.37% 8.67% 8.43% 7.96%
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TEXT BOOKS 1.24% 1.29% 1.39% 1.76%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.42% 0.46% 0.29% 0.42%
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIPMENT 16.20% 16.49% 13.17% 16.53%
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 101.20% 101.55% 102.14% 102.82%
TOTAL BUDGET 104.13% 102.48% 102.63% 104.72%
ACTUAL EXPFDITURES 101.20% 101.55% 102.14% 102.82%
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APPENDIX G: CCSD BUDGET SUMfWRIES, PERCENT OF TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET.
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN 1967 $ & COST PER STUDENT,, EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE
OF LINE ITEM TO TOTAL BUDGET $394.10 $445.43 $489.09 $461.53
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF 2.10% 3.77% 4.76% 5.10%
SPECIAL EDUCATIF TEACHERS 2.10% 3.77% 4.76% • 5.10%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 57.94% 56.39% 56.45% 56.82%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 DOLLARS EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
BUDGET, LESS SPECIAL EDUCATIF, 1962 - 63 1963 - 64i 1964 - 65 1965 - 66
TOTAL STAFF 82.68% 83.40% 86.53% 90.18%
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 6.70% 7.00% 7.87% 10.93%
K-12 TEACHERS 57.02% 53.33% 53.73% 53.19%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 0.41% 1.36% 1.04% 1.94%
TOTAL TEACHERS 57.44% 55.18% 54.77% 55.14%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 23.09% 24.27% 26.76% 29.60%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 0.70% 0.91% 0.91% . 1.18%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 0.70% 0.91% 0.91% 1.18%
A A A  A A A A A A A A A A i l A  A M A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A i l A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A  A A A A A A A A A A A  A A A  A l i A A A
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 0.28% 0.44% 0.65% 0.65%
AFINISTRATIF 11.15% 12.98% 13.26% 16.30%
INSTRUCTIF 65.31% 62.51% 62.22% 62.03%
AUXILIARY STAFF 3.29% 3.13% 3.91% 3.94%
TRWSPORTATIF 1.94% 1.92% 2.77% 2.32%
OPERATIFS 9.37% 9.06% 9.38% 9.61%
miNTEMFCE 4.02% 5.34% 5.38% 4.23%
FIXED COST & INSURFCE 1.62% 1.71% 1.78% 2.27%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.00% 0.03% 0.07% 0.07%
CAPITAL IMPROVFENTS 4.02% 4.22% 2.13% 0.40%
A H A A A A A A A X A A X A A A A X A A X X a A A X X A X a A X A A A X A X A A X A A A A A A A A A a X A A A A A A A A X A A A A A A X X A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
PURCMiSING DEPT 0.16% 0,48% 0.41% 0.28%
ELECTRICAL PFER 1.82% 1.88% 1.81% 2.30%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 6.75% 6.87% 6.77% 7.04%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 1.72% 1.94% 2.37% 2.11%
CUSTODIANS & MRFERS 6.31% 5.90% 6.32% 5.74%
LIBRARIANS 0.65% 0.69% 0.81% 1.14%
TRAVEL N4D MILEAGE 581 & 582 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.42% 0.59% 0.37% 0.27%
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES 0.49% 0.81% 0.98% 0.38%
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 3.48% 3.40% 3.14% 2.52%
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.33% 0.31% 0.21% 0.40%
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 2.34% 3.58% 3.50% 2.00%
WINT S CUSTODIAL PERSFS 7.79% 7.72% 8.15% 7.66%
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TEXT BOOKS 3.23% 1.70% 1.95% 2.49%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.62% 1.39% 1.42% 0.94%
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 17.33% 19.06% 17.75% 14.57%
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 102.86% 104.36% 105.96% 106.62%
TOTAL BUDGET 103.14% 105.31% 106.65% 107.32%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 102.86% 104.36% 105.96% 106.62%
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APPENDIX G: CCSD BUDGET SUWARIES, PERCENT OF TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET.
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN 1967 $ & COST PER STUDENT,, EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE
OF LINE ITF TO TOTAL BUDGET $495.60 $517.53 $508.91 $534.06
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF 4.47% 5.41% 4.71% 4.24%
SPECIAL EDUCATIF TEACHERS 4.47% 5.56% 4.71% 4.24%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 58.03% 59.22% 58.13% 54.65%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 DOLLARS EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
BUDGET, LESS SPECIAL EDUCATIF, 1966 - 67 1967 - 68 1958 - 69 1969 - 70
TOTAL STAFF 88.15% 91.67% 90.59% 91.62%
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 7.92% 7.64% 7.27% 8.07%
K-12 TEACHERS 52.72% 54.24% 53.87% 55.23%
mCILlARY TEACHERS 2.83% 2.23% 1.55% 0.04%
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 1.56% 1.87% 1.95% 1.48%
TOTAL TEACHERS 57.11% 58.34% 57.37% 56.76%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 26.28% 27.46% 28.17% 30.09%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 1.36% 1.45% 1.44% 6,45%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 0.50% 0.54% 0.49% 0.58%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 1.86% 1.99% 1.93% 7.02%
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 3.23% 5.52% 6.03% 6.45%
AFINISTRATIF 14.53% 15.20% 15.74% 16.81%
INSTRUCTIF 64.36% 64.03% 62.96% 62.12%
AUXILIARY STAFF 5.39% 5.20% 5.47% 5.53%
TRANSPORTATIF ' 1.67% 2.50% 2.82% 2.71%
OPERATIFS 10.07% 9.81% 9.85% 10.02%
MAINTENANCE 2.37% 2.47% 2.30% 2.37%
FIXED COST & INSURmCE 2.32% 2.41% 2.26% 7.33%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.71% 0.77% 0.73% 0.62%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMFTS 0.44% 0.01% 0.19% 0.30%
PURCHASING DEPT 1.22% 1.25% 1.38% 1.86%
ELECTRICAL PFER 2.54% 2.26% 2.16% 1.99%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 7.10% 7.24% 6.91% 7,12%
STUDENT TRFNSPORTATIF 1.63% 2,47% 2.80% 2.67%
CUSTODim S GARFERS 5.35% 5.74% 5.91% 6,23%
LIBRARIANS 2.00% 1.70% 1.95% 1.75%
TRAVEL «4D MILEAGE 581 £ 582 0.29% 0.28% 0.27% 0.26%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.11% 0.13% 0.11% 0.11%
AFINI STRATI CM SUPPLIES 0.35% 0.35% 0.44% 0.40%
INSTRUCTIOfWL SUPPLIES 2.70% 2.27% 2.20% 1.96%
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.54% 0.45% 0.48% 0.41%
MAINTEN^CE SUPPLIES 1.26% 1.30% 1.23% 1.17%
MAINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS 6.61% 7,05% 7.11% 7.75%
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF 0.03% 0.04% 0.12% 0,07%
TEXT BOOKS 1.43% 1.56% 1.33% 1.33%
LIBRARY BOOKS 1.30% 0,21% 0.52% 0.04%
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIFENT 12.74% 10.97% 11.13% 10.04%
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 106.63% 108.41% 107,38% 112.59%
TOTAL BUDGET 110.19% 114.75% 114.28% 120.35%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 106.63% 110.52% 109.68% 113.87%
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APPENDIX G: CCSD BUDGET SIWWRIES, PERCENT OF TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET,
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN 1367 $ & COST PER STUDENT, EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE
OF LINE ITEM TO TOTAL BUDGET $512.75 $561,51 $573.81 $589.01
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 4.55% 4.26% 4.36% 4.25%
SPECIAL EDUMTIF TEACHERS 4.55% 4,33% 4.66% 4.32%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 53.36% 51.66% 51.79% 50.16%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1367 DOLLARS EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
BUDGET, LESS SPECIAL EDUCATIF, 1370 - 71 1971 - 721 1972 - 73 1973 - 74
TOTAL STAFF 90.67% 90.85% 91.04% 90.23%
BLDG ADMINISTRATIF 8.01% 8.78% 9.14% 8.74%
K-12 TEACHERS 53.51% 51.47% 51.85% 49.41%
FCILLARY TEACHERS 0.06% 0.75% 0.83% 1.71%
VOCATIFAL TEACHERS 1.63% 1.72% 1.52% 1.64%
TOTAL TEACHERS 55,20% 53.94% 54.20% 52,76%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 30,33% 32.06% 31.86% 32,57%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 5.94% 6.03% 6.03% 7,10%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 1.01% 1.91% 2.04% 2,05%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 6.95% 7.94% 8.07% 9,15%
km kkkH m k k k m k k m k ik k k k k k m m k h ik k k m k U k k k k k k m k k ih k k k m k k k k m k k k m m -Hkm m i*.
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 6.97% 7,03% 6,57% 5.16%
AFINISTRATIF 16.97% 19.96% 19.00% 19,27%
INSTRUCTIF 61.39% 58.29% 58.43% 57,30%
AUXILIARY STAFF 5,40% 5.64% 5.56% 5.34%
TRmSPORTATIF 3.39% 3,09% 3,60% 4.38%
OPERATIFS 9.74% 9.62% 9.83% 10.02%
MAINTENANCE 2.62% 2.71% 2.74% 2.51%
FIXED COST & INSURFWCE 7.28% 8.34% 8.48% 9.38%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.64% 0,67% 0.69% 0.40%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMFTS 0.53% 0.57% 0.57% 1.37%
PURCHASING DEPT 1.94% 2.18% 1.60% 1,58%
ELECTRICAL PFER 1.98% 1,91% 2.03% 2,23%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 6.95% 7.39% 8.95% 8,67%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 3.29% 2.92% 3.32» 4.14%
CUSTODIANS £ GARFERS 6.08% 6.31% 6.15% 6.22%
LIBRARIANS 1.86% 2,04% 1.81% 1.79%
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 £ 582 0.25% 0.24% 0.23% 0.20%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.11% 0.10% 0,09% 0.09%
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES 0.41% 0.55% 0.49% 0.42%
INSTRUCTIF4L SUPPLIES 2.01% 1.92% 1.96% 2.13%
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.38% 0.35% 0.33% 0.31%
MAINTEtmCE SUPPLIES 1.32% 1.16% 1.08% 1.03%
MAINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS 7.69% 7,99% 7.84% 7.72%
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF 0.06% . 0.02% 0.01% 0,01%
TEXT BOOKS 1.66% 1.64% 1.60% 1.30%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0,47% 0.28% 0.27% 0.24%
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIFENT 11.34% 10.83% 10.75% 11,47%
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0,00% 0.00% 0.21% 0.19%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 113.08% 113.81% 114.27% 114.95%
TOTAL BUDGET 121.56% 122.42% 122.30% 121.19%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 117.20% 118.13% 113.81% 117.75%
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APPENDIX G: CCSD BUDGET SLMtARIES, PERCENT OF TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET.
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN 1967 $ & COST PER STUDENT, EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE
OF LINE ITEM TO TOTAL BUDGET $578.31 $558.38 $569.60 $589.69
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF 4.12% 4.29% 4.36% 4.53%
SPECIAL EDUCATIF TEACHERS 4.53% 5.01% 5.38% 5.53%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 49.87% 45.85% 45.14% 45.84%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 DOLLARS EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
BUDGET, LESS SPECIAL EDUCATIF, 1974 - 73 1975 - 761 1976 - 77 1977 - 78
TOTAL STAFF 90.32% 90.39% 89.77% 91.58%
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 8.47% 8.47% 8.13% 8.19%
K-12 TEACHERS 49.39% 48.41% 48.00% 48.20%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 1.71% 1.65% 1.63% 2,49%
VOCATIFAL TEACHERS 1.60% 1.51% 1.29% 1.35%
TOTAL TEACHERS 52.70% 51.57% 50.93% 52.05%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 32.86% 33.50% 33.40% 33,75%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 7.19% 14.41% 14,61% 14.58%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 1.93% 2.62% 2,70% 3.85%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 9.13% 17.03% 17.31% 18.44%
A A A A A / l A A Ü A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A i V A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A / i
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 4.10% 4.22% 3,02% 3.41%
AFINISTRATIF 16.99% 17.10% 16.61% 16.92%
INSTRUCTIF 58.80% 57.67% 57.11% 57.96%
AUXILIARY STAFF 5.33% 5.34% 4.86% 5.13%
TRANSPORTATIF 4.38% 4.50% 4.26% 4.31%
OPERATIFS 10.66% 11.23% 12.30% 11.87%
miNTENANCE 2.90% 2.87% 3.08% 3.01%
FIXED COST 6 INSURANCE 9.40% 17.50% 18.13% 18.57%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.33% 0.91% 1.03% 0,91%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 1.18% 0.74% 0.71% 0.48%
a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a a A a A A A A a a a a A a a a a a a a a
PURCmSING DEPT 1.58% • 1.68% 1.44% 1.37%
ELECTRICAL PFER 2.39% 2.52% 3.31% 3.05%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 8.37% 8.30% 7.70% 7.22%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 4.10% 4.10% 4,25% 4,34%
CUSTODIES & GARFERS 6.53% 6.68% 6.79% 6,70%
LIBRARIANS 1.75% 1.72% 1.57% 1.74%
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 & 582 0.17% 0.18% 0.18% 0.17%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.07% 0.06% 0.06% 0.13%
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES 0.41% 0.51% 0.44% 0.30%
INSTRUCTIOWL SUPPLIES 2.07% 1.93% 1.33% 1.67%
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.34% 0.36% 0.39% 0.35%
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 1.12% 1.06% 1,14% 0.99%
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 8.37% 8.49% 8.72% 8.80%
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF 0.04% 0.03% 0.03% 0.03%
TEXT BOOKS 1.36% 1.24% 1.22% 1.37%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.25% 0.23% 0.22% 0.19%
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIFENT 11.90% 12.47% 12.70% 11.84%
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.19% 0.17% 0.14% 0.19%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 115.20% 124.07% 124.87% 126.15%
TOTAL BUDGET 120.12% 129.54% 123.75% 130,61%
ACTUAL EXPFDITURES 117.22% 126.78% 127.08% 128.26%
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APPENDIX G: CCSD BUDGET SlMfARIES, PERCENT OF TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET.
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN 1967 $ & COST PER STUDENT,, EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE
OF LINE ITEM TO TOTAL BUDGET $600.56 $601.12 $574.77 $612.72
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF 4.87% 4.81% 5.06% 5.44%
SPECIAL EDUCATIF TEACHERS 5.69% 5.59% 5.13% 5.56%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 45.66% 45.26% 45.13% 45.81%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 DOLLARS EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
BUDGET, LESS SPECIAL EDUCATIF, 1978 - 79 1979 - 80 1980 - 81 1981 - 82
TOTAL STAFF 91.15% 91.64% 89.83% 90.81%
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 8.32% 8.59% 8.48% 10.34%
K-12 TEACHERS 47.11% 46.43% 45.22% 46.28%
AliClLlARY TEACHERS 3.35% 3.44% 3.52% 3.09%
VOCATIOWL TEACHERS 1.34% 1.54% 1.47% 1.43%
TOTAL TEACHERS 51.79% 51.42% 50.22% 50,80%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 33.18% 34.10% 33.27% 33.17%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 14.50% 14.45% 13.42% 14.27%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 4.47% 4.84% 4.78% 3.85%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 18.98% 19.29% 18.20% 18.12%
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 3.55% 2.87% 2.36% 6.13%
AFINISTRATIF 16.85%. 17.70% 16.87% 16.81%
INSTRUCTIF 57.40 57.01% 56.43% 56.91%
AUXILIARY STAFF 4.66% 5.11% 5.15% 5.12%
TRANSPORTATIF 5.36% 4.84% 5.27% 5.30%
OPERATIFS 11.32% 11.27% 11.63% 11.61%
MAINTEMMCE 3.39% 3.14% 3.08% 2.93%
FIXED COST & INSURFCE 19.11% 19.53% 19.09% 13.82%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.93% 0.89% 0.77% 0.71%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 0.62% 0.53% 0.54% 0.62%
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A X A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A X A A A A A A A A
PURCHASING DEPT 1.34% 1.32% 1.13% 1.27%
ELECTRICAL POWER 2.79% 2.91% 3.45% 3.42%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 6.15% 6.05% 6.06% 6,02%.
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 4.92% 4.85% 5.39% 5,25%
CUSTODIANS & GARFERS 6.53% 6.35% 6.25% 6,15%
LIBRARIANS 1.51% 1.62% 1.67% 1,59%
TRAVEL m D  MILEAGE 581 & 582 0.18% 0.17% 0.16% 0.13%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06%
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES 0.34% 0.35% 0,40% 0.34%
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 1.65% 1.52% 1,61% 1.52%
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.44% 0.41% 0,42% 0.39%
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 1.24% 1.16% 1,10% 0.98%
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 8.72% 8.35% 8.22% 3.07%
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF 0.02% 0.02% 0.01% 0.01%
TEXT BOOKS 1.30% 1.25% 1.20% 1,13%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.17% 0.15% 0.14% 0.13%
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIFENT 11.97% 11.70% 12.51% 12.02%
FEDERAL FINDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.19% 0.19% 0.18% 0.16%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 126.94% 127,14% 125.32% 125.83%
TOTAL BUDGET 131.62% 130,90% 123.35% 134,33%
ACTUAL EXPFDITURES 129.73% 123,29% 126.77% 127.67%
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APPENDIX G: CCSD BUDGET SUM4ARIES, PERCENT OF TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET.
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IN 1967 $ & COST PER STUDENT, EXPRESSED IN PERCENTAGE
OF LINE ITEM TO TOTAL BUDGET $645.00 $629.08 $646,36
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF 5.43% 5.83% 5,90%
SPECIAL EDUCATIF TEACHERS 5.55% 5.95% 6.02%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 46.26% 47.32% 46,03%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 DOLLARS EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF THE TOTAL
BUDGET, LESS SPECIAL EDUCATIF, 1932 - B3 1983 - 84' 1984 - 85
TOTAL STAFF 91.78% 92.38% 90.76%
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 10.60% 10.51% 10,00%
K-12 TEACHERS 46.81% 46.86% 45,21%
WCILLARY TEACHERS 2.99% 3.89% 3.96%
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 1.54% 1.60% 1.49%
TOTAL TEACHERS 51.33% 52.35% 50.66%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 33.64% 32.68% 32.66%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 14.38% 14.33% 14.14%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 3.72% 3.74% 3.96%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 18.11% 18.12% 18.10%
X A A X X A A A A X A A A A X X A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A X A A A X A X A I I X A A A A X A X A A X A X A X A A A A A A A A A A A A A X A A A A A
DEF APPROP £ OTHER ACCTS 2.58% 0.98% 2.69%
AFINISTRATIF 16.67% 16.19% 16.60%
INSTRUCTIF 57.60% 58.17% 56.74%
AUXILIARY STAFF 5.22% 4.92% 5.00%
TRFSPORTATIF 5.26% 4.89% 5.07%
OPERATIFS 11.58% 11.88% 11.85%
fWINTENANCE 2.78% 2.83% 3.19%
FIXED COST £ INSURANCE 18.67% 18.69% 18.64%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.60% 0.62% 0.67%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 0.33% 0.46% 0.88%
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A X A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A X X A X X A A X A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
PURCHASING DEPT 1.23% 1.20% 1,47%
ELECTRICAL PFER 3.21% 3.43% 3.50%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 6.06% 5.79% 5.58%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 5.24% 5.06% 5.22%
CUSTODIANS fi MRFERS 6.21% 6.04% 5.94%
LIBRARIANS 1.64% 1.62% 1.59%
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 £ 582 0.11% 0.10% 0,12%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.05% 0.05% 0.06%
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES 0.27% 0.28% 0,27%
INSTRUCTIGfAL SUPPLIES 1.42% 1.40% 1.47%
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.35% 0.35% 0.34%
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 0.88% 0.88% 0,93%
MAINT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS 8.09% 7,99% 8.16%
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF OJL% 0.01% 0.01%
TEXT BOOKS 1.05% 0,99% 1.03%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.15% 0.12% 0.13%
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIFENT 10.80% 10.72% 11.81%
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.12% 0.14% 0.13%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 125.70% 126.16% 126,24%
TOTAL BUDGET 129.04% 127,41% 129.73%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 127.53% 126,80% 128.56%
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APPENDIX Hi CCSD BUDGET SlMttRIES, PERCENT OF CiWIGE FRF SELECTED YEARS.
TOTAL BUDGET, INCLUDING SPEC EDUC % OF Cm'GE IN % CH604GE FRF
TV COSTS, AND STAFF FIXED COSTS 1950 - 51 1955 - 56 TOTAL BUDGET 1950 - 1956
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATIF 0.00% 0.26% 0.26% ERR
SPECIAL EDUCATIF TEACHERS 0.00% 0.26% 0.20 ERR
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 64.47% 61.67% -2.80% 30.95%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 $ LESS SPEC EDUC, STAFF FIXED COSTS £ TV COSTS
TOTAL STAFF 83.17% 84.13% 0.96% 38.11%
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 4.40% 5.76% 1.36% 78.70%
K-12 TEACHERS 63.28% 61.03% -2.25% 31.68%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 1.19% 0.55% -0.64% -37.44%
TOTAL TEACHERS 64.47% 61.57% -2.90% 30.40%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 18.70% 22.30% 3.59% 62.78%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
DEF APPROP £ OTHER ACCTS 7.27% 7.03% -0.24% 48.00%
AFINISTRATIF 9.47% 12.06% 2.59% 73.85%
INSTRUCTIF 70.35% 68.78% -1.57% 33.49%
AUXILIARY STAFF 1.89% 1.65% -0.24% 19.20
TIWtSPORTATIF 2.22% 1.70% -0.52% 4.57%
OPERATIFS 9.02% 10.02% 1.00% 51.66%
MAINTENWCE 4.75% 4.85% 0.11% 39.64%
FIXED COST £ INSURANCE 2.30% 0.94% -1.36% -44.39%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
CAPITAL IHPROVFENTS 24.34% 31.87% 7.53% 100.24%
AaAAAAAAAAAAAAAAaAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAaAAaAA
PURCHASING DEPT 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
ELECTRICAL PFER 1.58% 1.71% 0.13% 47.60%
AFINISTRATOR SALARY 6.65% 6.86% 0.21% 40.77%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 2.22% 1.70% -0.52% 4.57%
CUSTODIANS £ GARFERS 6.39% 7.17% 0.79% 53.30
LIBRARIANS 0.57% 0.44% -0.10 5.41%
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 £ 582 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.09% 0.09% .00% 39.96%
AFINISTRATIF SUPPLIES 0.39% 1.43% 1.04% 397.84%
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4.23% 4.83% 0.60% 55.00
OPERATIFS SUPPLIES 0.80% 0.53% -0.27% -9.52%
MAINTEWiCE SUPPLIES 3.15% 2.60% -0.55% 12.70%
miNT £ CUSTODIAL PERSFS 7.47% 9.57% 2.10% 74.89%
BOOKS AFINISTRATIF 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
TEXT BOOKS 1.65% 2.37% 0.72% 96.39%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.52% 0.34% -0.18% -10,10%
TOTAL SUPPLIES £ EQUIFENT 13.91% 19.07% 5.17% 87.27%
FEDERAL FINDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 100.00% 100.26% 0.26% 36.90%
TOTAL BUDGET 146.28% 153.86% 17.58% 52.95%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 100.00% 100.26% 0.26% 36.90%
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APPENDIX H: CCSD BUDGET SUMMARIES, PERCENT OF CHWGE FROM SELECTED YEARS.
TOTAL BUDGET, INCLUDING SPEC ED 1956 - 57 1965 - 66 % OF CHANGE IN % CHANGE FROM
TV COSTS, AtD STAFF FIXED COSTS TOTAL BUDGET 1956 - 1966
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 0.26% 5.10% 4.84% 2331.49%
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS 0.26% 5.10% 4.84% 2331.49%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 62.86% 56.82% -6.04% 11.19%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 $ LESS SPEC EDUC, STAFF FIXED COSTS & TV COSTS
TOTAL STAFF 88.18% 90.18% 2.00% 19.14%
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 6.94% 10.93% 3.99% 83.40%
K-12 TEACHERS 62.73% 53.19% -9.53% -1.21%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
VOCATIWAL TEACHERS 0.48% 1.94% 1.46% 368.11%
TOTAL TEACHERS 63.21% 55.14% -8.07% 1.62%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 24.71% 29.60% 4.89% 39.58%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 0.71% 1.18% 0.47% 93.77%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 0.71% 1.18% 0.47% 93.77%
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 1.58% 0.65% -0.93% -52.84%
ADMINISTRATION 12.29% 16.30% 4.01% 54.51%
INSTRUCTION 69.21% 62.03% -7.18% 4.41%
AUXILIARY STAFF 2.43% 3.94% 1.51% 88.65%
TRANSPORTATION 1.19% 2.32% 1.13% 126.48%
OPERATIONS 10.39% 9.61% -0.78% 7.78%
MAINTENANCE 3.94% 4.23% 8.29% 25.00%
FIXED COST & INSUR/^CE 1.24% 2.27% 1.03% 113.10%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.00% 0.07% 0.07% ERR
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 8.22% 0.40% -7.83% -94.81%
PURCHASING DEPT 0.00% 0.28% 0.28% ERR
ELECTRICAL POWER 1.70% 2.30% 0.60% 57.24%
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY 8.07% 7.04% -1.03% 1.59%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 1.13% 2.11% 0.98% 117.28%
CUSTODIES & GARDNERS 7.50% 5.74% -1.77% -10.93%
LIBRARIANS 0.55% 1.14% 0.59% 140.27%
TRAVEL (^D MILEAGE 581 & 582 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.02% 0.27% 0.25% 1283.84%
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 0.36% 0.38% 0.52% 184.95%
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 4.19% 2.52% -1.67% -29.99%
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES 0.55% 0.40% -0.15% -15.64%
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 1.80% 2.00% 0.19% 28.93%
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSBIS 9.61% 7.66% -1.95% -7.15%
BOOKS AWilNI STRATI CN 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
TEXT BOOKS 1.49% 2.49% 1.00% 94.92%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.33% 0.94% 0.61% 231.63%
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 15.26% 14.57% -0.70% 11.17%
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ERR
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 100.97% 106.62% 5.65% 23.02%
TOTAL BUDGET 108.50% 107.32% -1.18% 15.23%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 100.97% 106.62% 5.65% 23.02%
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APPENDIX H: CCSD BUDGET SimARIES, PERCENT OF CHANGE FROM SELECTED YEARS.
TOTAL BUDGET, INCLUDING SPEC ED 1966 - 67 1975 - 76 % OF CHANGE IN % CHANGE FROM
TV COSTS, AND STAFF FIXED COSTS TOTAL BUDGET 1956 - 76
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 4.47% 5.01% 0.54% 46.88%
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS 4.47% 4.29% -0.18% 25.75%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 53.03% 45.85% -12.17% 3.59%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 $ LESS SPEC EDUC, STAFF FIXED COSTS & TV COS'iS
TOTAL STAFF 83.15% 90.39% 2.24% 15.53%
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 7.92% 8.47% 0.54% 20.40%
K-12 TEACHERS 52.72% 48.41% -4.31% 3.46%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 2.83% 1.65% -1.18% -34.24%
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 1.56% 1.51% -0.05% 8.84%
TOTAL TEACHERS 57.11% 51.57% -5.54% 1.74%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 26.28% 33.50% 7.23% 43,65%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 1.36% 14.41% 13.05% 1093.27%
GROUP HEALTH, -SUI 0.50% 2.62% 2.12% 489.23%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 1.86% 17.03% 15.17% 930.78%
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 3.23% 4.22% 0.99% 73.04%
ADMINISTRATION 14.53% 17.10% 2.56% 32.54%
INSTRUCTION 64.36% 57.67% -6.70% 0.88%
AUXILIARY STAFF 5.39% 5.34% -0.04% 11.74%
TRANSPORTATION 1.67% 4.50% 2.83% 204.12%
OPERATIWS 10.07% 11.23% 1.16% 25.60%
MAINTENANCE 2.37% 2.87% 0.50% 36.27%
FIXED COST 6 INSURANCE 2.32% 17.50% 15.18% 751.10%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.71% 0.91% 0.20% 45.31%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 0.44% 0.74% 0.29% 37.77%
PURCHASING DEPT 1.22% 1.68% 0.45% 54.36%
ELECTRICAL POWER 2.54% 2.52% -0.02% 11.89%
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY 7.10% 8.30% i.20% 31.77%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 1.63% 4.10% 2.47% 183.14%
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS 5.35% 6.68% 1.32% 40.53%
LIBRARIANS 2.00% 1.72% -0.28% -3.01%
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 & 582 0.29% 0.18% -0.11% 47.65%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.11% 0.06% -0.04% -32.68%
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 0.35% 0.51% 0.16% 64.38%
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPLIES 2.70% 1.93% -0.77% -19.60%
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES 0.54% 0.36% -0.19% -25.90%
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 1.26% 1.06% -0.20% -5.23%
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSCWS 6.61% 8.49% 1.88% 44.69%
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION 0.03% 0.03% .00% 22.31%
TEXT BOOKS 1.43% 1.24% -0.19% -2.29%
LIBRARY BOOKS 1.30% 0.23% -1.07% -79.97%
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT- 12.74% 12,47% -0.27% 10.30%
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.00% 0.17% 0.17% ERR
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 106.63% 124.07% 17.44% 31.09%
TOTAL BUDGET 110.19% 129.54% 19.35% 32.45%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 106.63% 126.78% 20.15% 33.96%
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APPENDIX H: CCSD BUDGET SUWARIES, PERCBNT OF CHWGE FROM SELECTED YEARS.
TOTAL BUDGET, INCLUDING SPEC ED 1976 - 77 1984 - 85 % CtmGE IN % CHANGE FROM
TV COSTS, m  STAFF FIXED COSTS TOTAL BUDGET 1976 - 1985
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 5.38% 6.02% 0.64% 28.46%
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS 4.36% 5.90% 1.54% -43.25%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC 45.14% 46.03% 0.89% 16.93%
TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 $ LESS SPEC EDUC, STAFF FIXED COSTS & TV COSTS
TOTAL STAFF 89.77% 90.76% 0.99% 14.73%
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 8.13% 10.00% 1.87% 39.56%
K-12 TEACHERS 48.00% 45.21% -2.79% 6.89%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 1.63% 3.96% 2.33% 175.11%
VOCATimL TEACHERS 1.29% 1.49% 0.19% 30.50%
TOTAL TEACHERS 50.93% 50.66% -0.27% 12.88%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 33.40% 32.66% -0.75% 10.94%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 14.61% 14.14% -0.47% 3.86%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 2.70% 3.96% 1.26% 66.46%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 17.31% 18.10% 0.79% 18.69%
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 3.02% 2.69% -0.33% 1.95%
ADMINISTRATION 16.61% 16.60% -0.01% 13.41%
INSTRUCTION 57.11% 56.74% -0.37% 16.08%
AUXILIARY STAFF 4.86% 5.00% 0.14% 16.74%
TRANSPORTATION 4.26% 5.07% 0.81% 35.17%
OPERATIONS 12.30% 11.85% -0.45% 9.31%
MAINTENANCE 3.08% 3.19% 0.11% 17.59%
FIXED COST & INSURANCE 18.13% 18.64% 0.51% 16.65%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 1.08% 0.67% -0.42% -30.12%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 0.71% 0.88% 0.17% 39.94%
PURCHASING DEPT 1.44% 1.47% 0,03% 15.57%
ELECTRICAL PBtER 3.31% 3.50% 0.19% 20.12%
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY 7.70% 5.58% -2.12% -17.75%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 4.25% 5.22% 0.97% 39.49%
CUSTODIANS S &RIMERS 6.79% 5.94% -0.85% -0.73%
LIBRARIANS 1.57% 1.59% 0.02% 15.02%
TRWEl p m  MILEAGE 581 & 582 0.18% 0.12% -0.07% -27.99%
OFFICE SUPPLIES 0.06% 0.06% .00% 13.27%
ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 0.44% 0.27% -0.17% -29.54%
INSTRUCTim SUPPLIES 1.83% 1.47% -0.37% -9.13%
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES 0.39% 0.34% -0.05% -0.33%
MAINTEmiCE SUPPLIES 1.14% 0.93% -0.20% -6.94%
WINT & CUSTODIAL PERSONS 8.72% 8.16% -0.56% 6.19%
BOOKS ADMINISTRATION 0.03% 0.01% -0.02% -58.14%
TEXT BOOKS 1.22% 1.03% -0.19% -4.33%
LIBRARY BOOKS 0.22% 0.13% -0.09% -32.41%
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 12.70% 11.81% -0.89% 5.50%
FEDERAL FUNDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.14% 0.13% -0.01% 8.12%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 124.87% 126.24% 1.37% 14.72%
TOTAL BUDGET 128.75% 129.73% 0.98% 14.34%
ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 127.03% 128.56% 1.48% 14.80%
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APPENDIX Hî CCSD BUDGET SIM%RIES, PERCENT OF CHANGE FROM SELECTED YEARS.
TOTAL BUDGET, INCLUDING SPEC ED % CHANGE IN y. CHANGE FRF % CHANGE FRF % CIWNGE FRF
TV COSTS, AfJD STAFF FIXED COSTS T. BUD 50-85 1950 - 1985 1965 -1985 1976 - 1985
TOTAL SPECIAL EDUCATION 6.02% 6733.39% 95.70% 28.46%
SPECIAL EDUMTICN TEACHERS 5.90% 6594.20% 91.72% -43.25%
TOTAL TEACHERS, INC. SPEC EDUC -18.44% 118.07% 34.32% 16.98%
, TOTAL BUDGET IN 1967 $ LESS SPEC EDUC, STAFF FIXED COSTS & TV COSTS
TOTAL STAFF 7.59% 164.03% 40.94% 14.73%
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 5.60% 449.77% 28.14% 39.56%
K-12 TEACHERS -18.07% 72.87% 19.03% 6.89%
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 3.96% 82.65% 82.65% 175.11%
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 0.30% 202.66% 7.21% 30.50%
TOTAL TEACHERS -13.81% 90.12% 28.66% 12.88%
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 13.95% 322.45% 54.49% 10.94%
PERB, FICA, NIC/SIIS 14.14% 3145.71% 1574.99% 9.86%
GROUP HEALTH, SUI 3.96% 931.74% 931.74% • 66.46%
TOTAL STAFF FIXED COSTS 18.10% 4054.96% 2044.22% 18.69%
DEF APPROP 6 OTHER ACCTS -4.58% -20.59% 603.83% 1.95%
ADMINISTRATION 7.13% 324.10% 42.63% 13.41%
INSTRUCTION -13.61% 95.13% 28.08% 16.08%
AUXILIARY STAFF 3.11% 540.61% 77.52% 16.74%
TRANSPORTATION 2.8% 451.91% 206.23% 35.17%
OPERATIONS 2.83% 217.74% 72.52% 9.31%
MAINTENANCE -1.56% 62.63% 5.57% 17.59%
FIXED COST & INSURANCE 16.34% 1861.70% 1048.25% 16.65%
STUDENT ACTIVITIES 0.67% 656.74% 1297.04% -30.12%
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS -23.46% -94.03% 209.57% 39.94%
A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A / 4 A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
PURCMSING DEPT 1.47% 987.60% 629.45% 15.57%
ELECTRICAL POWER 1.92% 436.22% 113.31% 20.12%
ADMINISTRATOR SALARY -1.07% 103.15% 11.07% -17.75%
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 3.00% 463.28% 246.23% 39.49%
CUSTODIANS & MRDNERS -0.44% 125.13% 45.05% -0.73%
LIBRARIANS 1.02% 574.43% 94.69% 15.02%
TRAVEL AND MILEAGE 581 & 582 0.12% -47.46% -47.46% -27.99%
OFFICE SUPPLIES -0.03% 63.11% -67.52% 13.27%
ADMINISTRATIF SUPPLIES -0.12% 69.12% -56.37% -29.54%
INSTRUCTIOfAL SUPPLIES -2.76% -15.90% -18.22% -9.13%
OPERATIONS SUPPLIES -0.46% 3.98% 21.85% -0.38%
MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES -2.22% -28.53% -34.71% -6.94%
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 0.69% 164.27% 49.23% 6.19%
BOOKS ADMINISTRATIF 0.01% -47.81% -47.81% -58.14%
TEXT BOOKS -0.62% 50.86% -42.06% -4.38%
LIBRARY BOOKS =0.39% -40.18% -80.87% -32.41%
TOTAL SUPPLIES & EQUIFEINT -2.10% 105.40% 13.50% 5.50%
FEDERAL FFDS/LIBRARY BOOKS 0.13% -29.77% -29.77% 8.12%
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 26.24% 205.44% 65.80% 14.72%
TOTAL BUDGET • -16.55% 114.57% 69=28% 14.34%
ACTUAL EXPFDITURES 28.56% 211.05% 68.84% 14.80%
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STAFF SUMttRIES 1950-51 1951-52 1952-53 1953-54 1954-55 1955-56
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 3.5 3.5 3=5 9.0 15.0 18.0
ADMINISTRATIF 39.5 42.0 51.0 77.0 99.0 127.0
INSTRUCTION 342.0 374.5 445.0 538.0 655.6 782.8
AUXILIARY STAFF 8.5 8.5 10.0 10.5 14.0 20.0
TRANSPORTATION 4.0 5.5 7.5 10.5 8.0 11.5
OPERATIONS 38.5 49.0 56.5 66.0 101.5 115.5
MAINTENANCE 14.5 3.0 11.5 6.5 5.5 31.5
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 19.0 19.5 28.5 44.5 60.5 76.0
K-12 TEACHERS 337.0 369.5 440.0 533.0 647.6 773.8
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SPECIAL. EDUC TEACHERS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 3.5
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
TOTAL TEACHERS 342.0 374.5 445.0 533.0 655.6 782.8
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 103.5 106.5 135.0 175.5 236.0 313.5
ADMINISTRATORS (FIFIED FLY) 23.0 21.0 30.0 38.0 52.0 62.0
PURCHASING DEPT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
ELEMENTARY COUNSELORS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SECFDARY COUNSELORS 2.0 2.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 5.0
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 4.0 5.5 7.5 10.5 8.0 11.5
CUSTODIES & GARFERS 38.5 49.0 56.5 66.0 101.5 115.5
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIANS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.0
SECFDARY LIBRARIANS 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 3.0
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 56.0 55.0 71.5 79.5 117.0 160.0
NURSES 3.5 3.5 4.0 6.0 7.0 9.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS & SOCIAL WORKERS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL BLDG SO FOOTAGE 514,590 586,183 1,043,245 1,078,359 1,486,253 1,707,127
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 8,500 9,917 11,683 13,951 16,754 19,094
ELEMENTARY STUDENTS 6,996 8,016 9,427 11,268 13,644 15,610
SECFDARY STUDENTS 1,604 1,901 2,256 2,693 3,110 3,484
SPECIAL EDUCATIF STUDENTS 0 0 0 0 5 20
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 447.0 482.5 581.5 708.5 883.6 1088.3
RATIO SUtWiRIES :
BLDG SPACE / STUDENT IN SQUARE FEET 50 59 89 77 89 89
TOTAL TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 25.1 26.5 26.3 25.9 25.6 24.4
REGULAR K-12 TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 25.5 25.8 26.6 26.2 25.9 24.7
ADMINISTRATIVE INTENSITY 14.9 17.8 14.8 14.2 12.6 12.6
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF TO PUPIL RATIO 217.7 236.1 229.1 181.3 169.2 150.3
TOTAL STAFF TO STUDENT RATIO 19.2 20.6 20.1 19.7 19.0 17.5
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF / K-12 TEACHERS 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.0 2.7 2.5
BULDG ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 18.0 19.2 15.6 12.1 10.8 10.3
TOTAL ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 8.7 8.9 8.7 7.0 6.6 6.2
CUSTODIANS & GARDNERS / SQUARE FOOT 13,366 11,963 18,465 16,339 14,643 14,867
MAINTENANCE STAFF PER SQUARE FOOT 9,189 10,658 14,591 13,554 12,703 10,732
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO ERR ERR ERR ERR 13,644.0 7,805.0
SECFDARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 534.7 633.7 2,255.0 2,593.0 1,036.7 1,161.3
ELEMENTARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR
SECFDARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO 802.0 950.5 564.0 897.7 1,036.7 696.3
NURSE TO STUDENT RATIO 2,457.1 2,833.4 2,920.8 2,326.8 2,393.4 2,121.5
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STAFF SimiRIES 1956-57 1957-58 1958-59 1959-60 1960-61 1961-62
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 17.0 21.5 26.5 34.0 61.5 79.0
ADMINISTRATIF 149.0 155.0 179.5 204.5 205.5 212.5
INSTRUCTION 831.0 835.0 891.0 980.0 1134.0 1272.0
AUXILIARY STAFF 29.0 36.5 48.5 56.0 59.0 63.0
TRANSPORTATION 12.5 14.5 14.5 17.0 21.0 24.5
OPERATIONS 126.5 122.0 133.0 155.0 164.5 196.0
MAINTENANCE 40.0 37.0 31.0 36.5 32.0 42.0
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 93.0 86.0 98.5 107.5 116.5 129.5
K-12 TEACHERS 821.5 819.5 872.0 958.0 1098.0 1192.0
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 3.5 9.5 8.0 14.5 24.3 42.0
VOCATIFAL TEACHERS 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 9,0
TOTAL TEACHERS 831.0 835.0 887.0 979.5 1129,3 1243,0
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 359.0 390.7 433.0 503.0 543.5 617.0
ADMINISTRATORS (FIFIED FLY) 78.0 79.0 75.0 85.0 91.0 102.0
PURCHASING DEPT 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0
ELEMENTARY COUNSELORS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SECFDARY COUNSELORS 9.0 12.0 17.0 18.0 19.0 18.0
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 12.5 14.5 14.5 17.0 21.0 24.5
CUSTODIANS & GARFERS 125.5 122.0 133.0 155.0 164.5 196.0
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIANS 1.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2,0 2.0
SECONDARY LIBRARIANS 5.0 5.0 8.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 177.5 167.0 173.0 203.0 208,0 249,0
NURSES 11.0 11.5 13.5 16.5 19.0 19,0
PSYCHOLOGISTS & SOCIAL WORKERS 3.0 5.0 6.0 8.5 9.0 12,0
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 1,764,542 1,945,909 2,103,045 2,331,736 2,563,858 2,819,940
STUDENT FROLLMENT ADE 20,191 21,834 24,202 26,415 29,732 34,954
ELEMENTARY STUDENTS 16,350 17,525 16,742 20,879 23,566 26,966
SECFDARY STUDENTS 3=841 4,309 7,290 5,214 5,752 6,985
SPECIAL EDUCATIF STUDENTS 20 95 100 150 290 426
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 1188.0 1200.0 1297.5 1449.0 1615,0 1810,0
RATIO SUMMARIES :WûkiWrWnWrk A. A A A ^  An A A A <AA A A A AA AA A
BLDG SPACE / STUDENT IN SQUARE FEET 87 89 87 88 86 81
TOTAL TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 24.3 26.1 27.3 27.0 25.3 28,1
REGULAR K-12 TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 24.6 26.6 27.8 27.6 27.1 29.3
ADMINISTRATIVE INTFSITY 10.7 10.6 11.7 11.5 12,4 12.2
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF TO PUPIL RATIO 135.5 140.9 134.8 129.2 144.7 164.5
TOTAL STAFF TO STUDENT RATIO . 17.0 18.2 18.7 18.2 18.4 19.3
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF / K-12 TEACHERS 2.3 2.1 2.0 I t B 2.0 1.9
BULDG ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 8.9 9.7 9.0 9.1 9.7 3.6
TOTAL ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 5.6 5.4 4.9 4.3 5,5 5.3
CUSTODIFS & GARFERS / SQUARE FOOT 13,949 15,950 15,812 15,043 15,586 14,387
MAINTENANCE STAFF PER SQUARE FOOT 9,941 11,652 12,156 11,486 12,326 11,325
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 16,350.0 5,841.7 5,580.7 6,959.7 11,783.0 13,483.0
SECFDARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 768.2 861.8 911.3 521.4 575.2 698.5
ELEMENTARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR
SECFDARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO 426.8 359.1 428.8 289.7 302,7 388,1
NURSE TO STUDENT RATIO 1,835.5 1,898.6 1,792.7 1,600.9 1,564.8 1,839.7
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STAFF SUMMARIES 1362-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965-66 1966-67 1367-68
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 85.5 150.0 182.5 217.0 113,0 187.0
ADMINISTRATIF 263.0 347.0 407.0 467.0 520.6 550.5
INSTRUCTION 1507.0 1894.0 2048.0 2148.0 2350.5 2498.5
AUXILIARY STAFF 68.0 100.0 103.0 139.0 184.0 175.5
TRANSPORTATION 35.5 60.0 85.0 76.0 59.5 84.0
OPERATIONS 230.5 266.0 329.0 301,0 256.0 323.0
MAINTENANCE 44.0 56.0 93.0 96,0 39.0 45.0
BLDG ADMINISTRATIF 175.5 227.0 267.0 307.0 326.5 313.0
K-12 TEACHERS 1440.0 1703.0 1916.5 1942.0 1385.0 2118,0
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 0.0 0.0 0.0 (i.o 111.0 90.0
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 58.0 110.0 101.0 140.0 174.0 201.0
VOCATIFAL TEACHERS 9.0 37.0 30.5 66.0 57.0 70,0
TOTAL TEACHERS 1507.0 1850.0 2048.0 2148.0 2327.0 2479.0
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 732.5 1024.0 1199.5 1297.0 1195.6 1384.5
AFINISTRATORS (FIFIED FLY) 103.0 137.0 156.0 159.0 160.0 159.0
PURCHASING DEPT 2.0 12.0 10.0 7.0‘ 34.0 39.0
ELEMENTARY COFSELORS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SECFDARY COUNSELORS 24.0 29.0 35.0 37.0 68.0 60.0
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 37.5 61.0 86,0 76.0 60.5 ■ 86,0
CUSTODIES.& GARFERS 230.5 266.0 329.0 301.0 262.0 331.0
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIANS 2.0 11.0 23.0 27.0 45.0 35.0
SECFDARY LIBRARIANS 10.0 13.0 14.0 16.0 31.0 31.0
MAINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 278.5 331.0 427.0 397.0 322.1 396.1
NURSES 19.0 25.0 24,0 22.0 19,0 20.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS & SOCIAL WORKERS 11.0 21.0 14.0 14.0 17.0 21.0
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 3,098,515 3,488,625 4,391,008. 5,297,527 5,457,472 5,485,060
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 43,085 49,598 53,370 57,830 59,832 63,129
ELEMENTARY STUDENTS 33,434 39,288 35,257 29,333 30,112 30,267
SECFDARY STUDENTS 8,645 10,543 19,104 20,064 21,433 21,745
SPECIAL EDUCATIF STUDENTS 406 660 704 1,685 1,711 1,635
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 2153.0 2724.0 3257.0 3024,0 3415.6 3676.5
RATIO SUMMARIES :
BLDG SPACE / STUDENT IN SQUARE FEET 72 70 82 92 91 37
TOTAL TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 28.6 26.8 26.1 26.9 25.7 25.5
REGULAR K-12 TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 29.9 29.1 27.8 23.8 30.1 29.8
AFINISTRATIVE INTFSITY 14.6 13.5 13.1 13.5 14.5 15.6
AFINISTRATIVE STAFF TO PUPIL RATIO 160.2 142.9 131.1 123,9 114,9 114,7
TOTAL STAFF TO STUDENT RATIO 20.0 18.2 16.4 19,1 17,5 17,2
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF / K-12 TEACHERS 2.0 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.7 1,5
BULDG ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 8.6 8.1 7.7 7.0 7.1 7.9
TOTAL ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 5.6 5.3 5,0 4,6 4.5 4.5
CUSTODIANS £ GARFERS / SQIARE FOOT 13,443 13,115 13,347 17,500 20,830 16,571
MAINTENANCE STAFF PER SQUARE FOOT 11,126 10,540 10,283 13, ,4 16,943 13,343
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIF TO PUPIL RATIO 16,717.0 3,571.6 1,532.9 1,086.4 669.2 864.3
SECFDARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 86*. .5 811,4 1,364.6 1,254.0 691.4 , 701.5
ELEMENTARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR
SECFDARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO 360.2 363.7 545.8 542.3 315.2 362,4
NURSE TO STUDENT RATIO 2,267.6 1,983.9 2,223.8 2,630.9 3,143.1 3,155.5
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STAFF SUrmRIES 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 180.3 235.3 183.3 162.3 133.0 121.0
ADMINISTRATIF 600.4 651.5 654.3 720.0 770.0 863.6
INSTRUCTION 2526.0 2629.2 2685.0 2845.5 2983.0 3020.0
AUXILIARY STAFF 198.0 216.5 212.5 230.5 236.5 242.0
TRANSPORTATION 112.0 113.0 132.0 131.0 170.0 262.0
OPERATIONS 537.0 347.0 356.0 380.0 409.0 442.0
MAINTENANCE 44.0 52.0 57.0 69.0 77,0 74.0
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 323.0 349.0 358.5 384.8 415.0 455.0
K-12 TEACHERS 2167.0 2350.5 2379.0 2475.0 2595.5 2515.0
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 63.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 35.0 79.0
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 198.0 195.0 214.0 227.0 236.0 240.0
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 75.0 58.7 66.0 69.5 64.5 79.0
TOTAL TEACHERS 2503.0 2604.2 2659.0 2801.5 2931.0 2913.0
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 1894.7 1661.3 1621.1 1580.8 1721.5 1390.6
ADMINISTRATORS (FIFIED FLY) 162.0 178.1 173.0 195.7 300.4 313.0
PURCHASING DEPT 52.0 60.0 61.0 73.0 70.0 72.0
ELEMENTARY COUNSELORS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SECFDARY COUNSELORS - 68.0 83.0 76.0 81.0 84.0 90.5
STUDENT TRANSPORTATIF 114.0 114.0 140.0 134.0 169.0 261.0
CUSTODIES & GARFERS 347.0 356.0 365.0 389.0 409.0 450.0
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIANS 43.0 47.5 45.0 65.0 57.0 59.0
SECFDARY LIBRARIANS 35.0 27.0 32.0 24.0 24,0 27.0
WINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 413.0 434.0 447.0 477.0 501.0 540.0
NURSES 20.0 19.0 19.5 19.5 19.5 19.5
PSYCHOLOGISTS & SOCIAL WORKERS 22.0 24.0 23.0 30.0 30.0 30.0
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE !5,485,060 5,586,740 6,219,808 6,679,619 6,906,607 7,230,665
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 67,554 70,535 73,371 74,669 75,665 77,260
ELEMENTARY STUDENTS 32,046 33,720 34,514 37,093 41,252 40,955
SECFDARY STUDENTS 23,525 26,915 28,544 31,276 32,673 34,156
SPECIAL EDUCATIF STUDENTS 1,829 1,820 1,701 1,848 1,739 2,149
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 3817.4 4009.2 4096.8 4376.0 4645.5 4903,6
RATIO SIMIRIES j
BLDG SPACE / STUDENT IN SQUARE FEET 31 79 85 89 91 94
TOTAL TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 27.0 27.1 27.6 26.7 25.8 26.5
REGULAR K-12 TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 31.2 30.0 30.8 30.2 29,2 30.7
ADMINISTRATIVE INTFSITY 15.5 14.6 15.4 14.3 9.8 9.3
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF TO PUPIL RATIO 112.5 108.3 112.1 103.7 98.3 89.5
TOTAL STAFF TO STUDENT RATIO 17.7 17.6 17.9 17.1 16.3 15.8
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF / K-12 TEACHERS 1.1 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.3
BULDG AFIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 7.7 7.5 7.4 7.3 7.1 6.4
TOTAL ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 4.2 4.0 4.1 3.9 3.3 3.4
CUSTODIANS & GARFERS / SQUARE FOOT 15,807 15,693 17,041 17,171 16,887 16,068
MAINTENANCE STAFF PER SQUARE FOOT 13,281 12,873 13,915 14,003 13,786 13,390
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 745.3 709.9 767.0 570.7 723.7 694.2
SECFDARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 672.1 996.9 892,0 1,303.2 1,351.4 1,265,0
ELEMENTARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR
SECFDARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO 346.0 324.3 375.6 386.1 389.0 377,4
NURSE TO STUDENT RATIO 3,377.7 3,712.4 3,762.6 3,823.2 3,880.3 3,962,1
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STAFF SUItWRIES 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1379-80
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 119.0 116.0 95.0 133.0 117,0 97.0
ADMINISTRATIF 836.8 862.1 906.6 999.7 1066.7 1226.0
INSTRUCTION 3152.0 3301.0 3574.3 3589.5 3866.1 4081.0
AUXILIARY STAFF 245.5 283.0 281.0 301.0 311.5 331.5
TRANSPORTATION 251.0 263.0 280.0 283.0 326.0 346.0
OPERATIONS 480.0 485.0 537.5 540.0 553.0 575.0
MAINTENANCE 96.0 96.0 118.0 127.0 134.0 134.0
BLDG AFINISTRATIF 440.8 456.3 475.0 490.7 553.1 659.5
K-12 TEACHERS 2636.0 2679.0 2863.0 2870.0 2961.0 3099.0
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 79.0 78.0 85.0 152.0 226.0 243.0
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 252.0 305.0 332.0 367.0 388.0 434.0
VOCATIONAL TEACHERS 77.0 74.0 68.0 67.0 77.0 82.0
TOTAL TEACHERS 3044.0 3136.0 3343.0 3456.0 3652.0 3858.0
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 2122.3 2175.1 2842.4 2608.2 4159.7 2932.5
ADMINISTRATORS (FIFIED FLY) 310.5 316.0 313.5 280.0 227.0 232.0
PURCHASING DEPT 73.0 73.0 74.0 74.0 76.0 76.0
ELEMENTARY COUNSELORS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SECFDARY COUNSELORS 93.0 88.0 92.0 95,0 101.0 113.0
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 250.0 262.0 296.0 312.0 341.0 364.0
CUSTODIANS & GARFERS 480.0 487.0 537.5 549.5 562.5 584.5
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIES 58.0 53.0 62.0 65.0 67.0 69,0
SECFDARY LIBRARIANS 28.0 35.0 29.0 30.0 28.0 30.0
WiINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 592.0 • 599.5 672.5 695.5 722.5 733.5
NURSES 17.5 18.0 4.0 22.0 27.0 29.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS & SOCIAL WORKERS 30.0 34.0 36.0 37.0 37.0 33.0
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 7,230,665 7,230,665 7,537,332 7,884,052 7,972,148 8,027,039
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 78,269 30,592 82,547 83,842 35,884 86,975
ELEMENTARY STUDENTS 40,437 39,127 40,469 40,450 42,106 42,527
SECFDARY STUDENTS 35,366 37,535 39,242 39,773 39,091 39,347
SPECIAL EDUCATIF STUDFTS 2,486 4,426 3,321 4,107 5,007 5,551
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 5180.3 5290.1 5697.9 5940.2 6257.3 6693.5
RATIO SlMVtRIES i
BLDG SPACE / STUDENT IN SQUARE FEET 92 90 91 94 93 92
TOTAL TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 25.7 25.7 24.7 24.3 23.5 22.5
REGULAR K-12 TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 29.7 30.1 28.8 29.2 29.0 28,1
ADMINISTRATIVE INTENSITY 9.8 9.9 10.7 12.3 16.1 16.6
AFINISTRATIVE STAFF TO PUPIL RATIO 93.5 93.5 91.1 33.9 30.5 70.9
TOTAL STAFF TO STUDENT RATIO 15.1 15.2 14.5 14.1 13.7 13.0
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF / K-12 TEACHERS 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.1 0.7 1.1
BULDG ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 6.9 6.9 7.0 7.0 6.6 5,8
TOTAL ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.5 3.4 ' 3,1
CUSTODIES S GARFERS / SQUARE FOOT 15,064 14,847 14,023 14,348 14,173 13,733
MAINTENANCE STAFF PER SQUARE FOOT 12,214 12,061 11,208 11,336 11,034 10,869
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 697.2 738.2 652.7 622.3 628.4 516.3
SECFDARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 1,263.1 1,073.9 1,353.2 1,325.8 1,396.1 1,311.6
ELEMENTARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR ERR
SECFDARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO 380.3 427.1 426.5 418.7 387.0 348.2
NURSE TO STUDENT RATIO 4,472.5 4,477.3 20,636.8 3,811.0. 3,180.9 2,999.1
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STAFF SUWRIES 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85
DEF APPROP & OTHER ACCTS 97.0 97.0 93.0 0.0 56.0
ADMINISTRATIF 1175.0 1514.0 1742.5 1168.0 1179.0
INSTRUCTION 4189.5 4299.5 4406.0 4332.5 4417.5
AUXILIARY STAFF 331.0 345.1 355.5 342.5 359.0
TRANSPORTATION 357.0 377.0 396.0 368.0 375.0
OPERATIONS .588.0 592.5 601.5 573.0 590.0
MAINTENANCE 133.0 135.0 135.0 132.0 165.0
BLDG ADMINISTRATION 644.0 966.0 1003.0 664.0 663.0
K-12 TEACHERS 3128.0 3273.0 3325.0 3190.5 3213.0
ANCILLARY TEACHERS 244.0 206.0 210.0 268.0 291.0
SPECIAL EDUC TEACHERS 457.0 502.0 532.0 548.0 579.0
VOCATIOWL TEACHERS 87.0 89.0 101.0 104.0 101.0
TOTAL TEACHERS 3916.0 4070.0 4168.0 4110.5 4184.0
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF 2956.5 3290.1 3551.5 2805.5 2957.5
ADMINISTRATORS (FIFIED FLY) 239.0 240.0 242.0 227.0 231.0
PURCHASING DEPT 76.0 77.0 77.0 73.0 74,0
ELEMENTARY COUNSELORS 12.0 12.0 12.0 8.0 12.0
SECFDARY COUNSELORS 101.0 101.0 103.0 97.0 109.0
STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 375.0 393.0 414.0 390.0 399.0
CUSTODIANS S GARFERS 599.5 604.0 613.0 583.5 601.0
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIES 71.0 71.0 72.0 72.0 72.0
SECFDARY LIBRARIANS 30.0 30.0 32.0 32.0 32.0
fWINT & CUSTODIAL PERSFS 752.5 759.0 766.0 734.5 784.0
NURSES ' 31.0 34.0 34.0 34.0 34.0
PSYCHOLOGISTS & SOCIAL WORKERS 41.0 42.0 44.0 44.0 44.0
TOTAL BLDG SQ FOOTAGE 8,184,161 8,184,161 8,229,076 8,229,076 8,229,076
STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADE 87,761 88,259 88,425 87,825 39,023
ELEMENTARY STUDENTS 43,420 44,110 43,393 42,393 46,916
SECFDARY STUDENTS 38,995 38,671 38,642 38,441 42,359
SPECIAL EDUCATIF STUDENTS 6,152 6,773 7,630 8,424 8,424
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET 6773.5 7263.1 7636.5 6916.0 7085.5
RATIO SUWARIES :
BLDG SPACE / STUDENT IN SQUARE FEET 93 93 93 94 92
TOTAL TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 22.4 21.7 21.2 21.4 21.3
REGULAR K-12 TEACHER / PUPIL RATIO 28.1 27.0 26.6 27.5 27.7
ADMINISTRATIVE INTENSITY 16.4 17.0 17.2 18.1 18.1
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF TO PUPIL RATIO 74.7 58.3 50.7 75.2 75.5
TOTAL STAFF TO STUDENT RATIO 13.0 12.2 11.6 12.7 12.6
TOTAL SUPPORT STAFF / K-12 TEACHERS 1.1 1.0 0.9 1.1 1.1
BULDG ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 6.1 4.2 4.2 6.2 6.3
TOTAL ADMIN STAFF TO TEACHER RATIO 3.3 2.7 2.4 3.5 3.5
CUSTODIF^ S & %RFERS / SQUARE FOCfT 13,652 13,550 13,424 14,103 13,692
MAINTENANCE STAFF PER SQUARE FOOT 10,876 10,783 10,743 11,204 10,496
ELEMENTARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 611.5 521.3 602.7 588.8 651.6
SECFDARY LIBRARIAN TO PUPIL RATIO 1,299.3 1,289.0 1,207.6 1,201.3 1,323.7
ELEMENTARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO 3,618.3 3,675.8 3,616.1 5,259.1 3,909.7
SECFDARY COUNSELOR TO PUPIL RATIO 386.1 382.9 375.2 396.3 388.6
NLÎRSE TO STUDENT RATIO 2,831.0 2,595.9 2,600.7 2,583.1 2,618.3
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APPENDIX J: SALARY STUDY, In Nominal Dollars, and 1967 Constant Dollars
1 SELECTED SALARY COMPARISONS
2 YEAR 50 51 52 53 54 55
3 COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.721 0.778 0.795 0.801 0.805 0.802
4 JOB TITLE
5 Superintendent $7,250.00 $7,520.00 $7,800.00 $8,750.00 $9,750.00 $12,000.00
6 Administrative Secretary $3,531.00 $3,453.00 $3,608.00 $3,247.00 $3,069.00 $4,000.00
7 Facilities Super't $4,850.00 $4,800.00 $5,568.00 $6,000.00 $6,350.00 $9,000.00
8 Maintenance Director $4,200.00 $4,200.00 $5,200.00 $4,200.00 $5,625.00 $6,500.00
9 Custodian $2,405.00 $2,552.00 $2,326.00 $3,224.00 $3,447.00 $3,213.00
10 Personnel Super't $4,364.00 $4,707.00 $5,040.00 $5,600.00 $6,016.00 $9,000.00
11 Principal, Elmentary $4,660.00 $4,867.00 $5,040.00 $5,562.00 $6,069.00 $6,262.00
12 Principal, High School $5,310.00 $5,445.00 $5,667.00 $5,775.00 $6,363.00 $6,848.00
13 Average Elementary Teacher $3,047.00 $3,234.00 $3,508.00 $3,760.00 $4,103.00 $4,335.00
14 Average High Sch Teacher $3,410.00 $3,586.00 $3,868.00 $4,164.00 $4,514.00 $4,736.00
15 Beginning Teacher (BA+1) $2,855.00 $3,000.00 $3,000.00 $3,250.00 $3,600.00 $3,800.00
16 Senior Teacher (MAflO) $4,475.00 $4,700.00 $4,700.00 $4,800.00 $5,150.00 $5,500.00
17 Secretary, Elementary $2,060.00 $1,670.00 $1,653.00 $1,855.00 $1,331.00 $2,453.00
18 Secretary, High School $2,060.00 $1,873.00 $2,662.00 $2,190.00 $1,331.00 $2,453.00
19 Business Super't $4,364.00 $4,707.00 $5,040.00 $5,600.00 $6,016.00 $7,500.00
20 Transportation Director $0.00 .$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
21 School Bus Driver $1,550.00 $1,388.00 $1,624.00 $1,422.00 $1,905.00 $2,468.00
22 Curriculum Super't
23
24 ADJUSTED FOR 1976 $
$4,364.00 $4,707.00 $5,040.00 $5,600.00 $5,016.00 $6,017.00
ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $
25 50 51 52 53 54 55
26 Superintendent $10,055.48 $9,665.81 $9,811.32 $10,923.85 $12,111.80 $14,962.53
27 Administrative Secretary $4,897.36 $4,438.30 $4,538.36 $4,053.63 $3,812.42 $4,387.53
28 Facilities Super't $6,726.77 $5,169.67 $7,003.77 $7,490.64 $7,888.20 $11,221.95
29 Maintenance Director $5,825.24 $5,398.46 $6,540.88 $5,243.45 $6,987.58 $8,104.74
30 Custodian $3,335.64 $3,280.21 $3,554.72 $4,024.97 $4,281.99 $4,006.23
31 Personnel Super't $6,052.70 $6,050.13 $6,339.62 $6,991.26 $7,473.29 $11,221.95
32 Principal, Elmentary $6,463.25 $6,255.78 $6,339.62 $6,943.82 $7,539.13 $7,807.98
33 Principal, High School $7,364.77 $6,998.71 $7,128.30 $7,209.74 $7,904.35 $8,538.65
34 Average Elementary Teacher $4,226.0? $4,156.81 $4,412.58 $4,694.13 $5,096.89 $5,405.24
35 Average High Sch Teacher $4,729.54 $4,609.25 $4,865.41 $5,198.50 $5,607.45 $5,905.24
35 Beginning Teacher (EA+1) $3,959.78 $3,856.04 $3,773.58 $4,057.43 $4,472.05 $4,738.15
37 Senior Teacher (Wi-t-10) $6,206.66 $6,041,13 $5,911.95 $5,992.51 $6,397.52 $6,857.86
38 Secretary, Elementary ' $2,857.14 $2,146.53 $2,079.25 $2,315.86 $1,553.42 $3,058.60
39 Secretary, High School $2,857.14 $2,407.46 $3,348.43 $2,734.08 $1,653.42 $3,058.60
40 Business Super't $6,052.70 $6,050.13 $6,339.62 $6,991.26 $7,473.23 $9,351.62
41 Transportation Director $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
42 School Bus Driver $2,149.79 $1,784.06 $2,042.77 $1,775.28 $2,366.46 $3,077.31
43 Curriculum Super't $6,052.70 $6,050.13 $6,339.62 $6,991.26 $7,473.29 $7,502.49
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APPENDIX J: SALARY STUDY, In Nominal Dollars, and 195? Constant Dollars
2 YEAR 56 57 58 59 60 61
3 COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.814 0.843 . 0.866 0.873 0.887 0.896
4 JOB TITLE
5 Superintendent $12,000.00 $12,000.00 $15,000.00 $16,000.00 $17,000.00 $22,000.00
6 Administrative Secretary $4,000.00 $4,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $6,000.00
7 Facilities Super't $9,500.00 $9,625.00 $9,906.00 $10,906.00 $11,906.00 $12,320.00
8 Maintenance Director $7,200.00 $7,200.00 $8,000.00 $8,924.00 $7,400.00 $7,616.00
9 Custodian $3,582.00 $3,766.00 $4,130.00 $3,947.00 $4,039.00 $4,020.00
10 Personnel Super't $9,500.00 $9,625.00 $9,906.00 $10,906.00 $11,600.00 $12,000.00
11 Principal, Elmentary $6,573.00 $6,583.00 $6,005.00 $6,364.00 $7,654.00 $8,236.00
12 Principal, High School $7,358.00 $7,482.00 $7,156.00 $9,235.00 $9,688.00 $10,037.00
13 Average Elementary Teacher $4,800.00 $4,920.00 $5,853.00 $6,131.00 $6,101.00 $6,854.00
14 Average High Sch Teacher $5,198.00 $4,888.00 $5,443.00 $6,553.00 $6,419.00 $6,505.00
15 Beginning Teacher (BA+1) $4,100.00 $4,100.00 $4,200.00 $4,600.00 $4,750.00 $5,000.00
16 Senior Teacher (MA+10) $5,800.00 $5,800.00 $6,000.00 $7,450.00 $7,450.00 $7,700.00
17 Secretary, Elementary $2,709.00 $2,603.00 $2,506.00 $3,508.00 $3,696.00 $3,335.00
18 Secretary, High School $3,608.00 $3,260.00 $3,605.00 $3,508.00 $3,646.00 $3,335.00
19 Business Super't $8,000.00 $9,025.00 $10,028.00 $11,028.00 $11,920.00 $12,920.00
20 Transportation Director $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
21 School Bus Driver $2,240.00 $2,465.00 $3,096,00 $3,224.00 $3,471.00 $4,537.00
22 Curriculum Super't
23
24 ADJUSTED FOR 1976 $
$9,500.00 $9,625.00 $10,018.00 $11,028.00 $12,665.00 $13,090.00
ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $
25 56 57 58 59 60 61
26 Superintendent $14,742.01 $14,234.88 $17,321.02 $18,327.61 $19,165.73 $24,553.57
27 Administrative Secretary $4,914.00 $4,744.96 $5,773.67 $5,727.38 $5,636.98 $6,696.43
28 Facilities Super't $11,670.76 $11,417.56 $11,438.80 $12,492.55 $13,422.77 $13,750.00
29 Maintenance Director $8,845.21 $8,540.93 $9,237.38 $10,222.22 $8,342.73 $8,500.00
30 Custodian $4,400.49 $4,467.38 $4,759.05 $4,521.19 $4,553.55 $4,486.61
31 Personnel Super't $11,670.76 $11,417.56 $11,438.80 $12,492,55 $13,077.79 $13,392.86
32 Principal, Elmentary $8,074.94 $7,809.02 $6,934.18 $7,289.81 $8,629.09 $9,191.96
33 Principal, High School $9,039.31 $8,875.44 $8,263.28 $10,578.47 $10,922.21 $11,257.81
34 Average Elementary Teacher $5,896.81 $5,836.30 $6,764.43 $7,022.91 $6,873.24 $7,649.55
35 Average High Sch Teacher $6,385.75 $5,793.34 $6,285.22 $7,506.30 $7,236.75 $7,260.04
36 Beginning Teacher (BA+1) $5,036.86 $4,863.58 $4,849.88 $5,269.19 $5,355.13 $5,580.36
37 Senior Teacher (MA+10) $7,125,31 $6,880.19 $6,928.41 $8,533.79 $8,399.10 $8,593.75
38 Secretary, Elementary $3,328.01 $3,087.73 $2,893.76 $4,018.33 $4,166.85 $3,722.10
39 Secretary, High School $4,432.43 $3,857.14 $4,162.82 $4,018.33 $4,110.48 $3,722.10
40 Business Super't $9,828.01 $10,705.81 $11,579.68 $12,632.30 $13,438.56 $14,419.64
41 Transportation Director $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
42 School Bus Driver $2,751.84 $2,924.08 $3,575.06 $3,693.01 $3,913.19 $5,063.62
43 Curriculum Super't $11,670.76 $11,417,56 $11,568.13 $12,632.30 $14,278.47 $14,609.38
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APPENDIX J: SALARY STUDY, In Nominal Dollars, and 1957 Constant Dollars
1 SELECTED
2 YEAR 62 63 64 65 66 67
3 COST OF LIVING INDEX 0.906 0.917 0.929 0.945 0.972 1
4 JOB TITLE
5 Superintendent $23,500.00 $23,500.00 $25,500.00 $25,915.00 $26,400.00 $30,000.00
6 Administrative Secretary $6,000.00 $7,320.00 $7,320.00 $7,680.00 $8,088.00 $8,860.00
7 Facilities Super't $13,090.00 $15,000.00 $17,125.00 $18,000.00 $18,400.00 $20,000.00
8 Maintenance Director $9,360.00 $12,248.00 $11,635.00 $12,788.00 $12,840.00 $15,612.00
9 Custodian $3,963.00 $4,221.00 $4,466.00 $4,466.00 $5,233.00 $5,057.00
10 Personnel Super't $12,750.00 $17,000.00 $18,250.00 $19,436.00 $19,875.00 $22,500.00
11 Principal, Elmentary $9,236.00 $10,156.00 $11,779.00 $11,855.00 $12,415.00 $14,427.00
12 Principal, High School $9,973.00 $10,156.00 $13,906.00 $13,698.00 $14,101.00 $15,360.00
13 Average Elementary Teacher $5,669.00 $6,328.00 $6,763.00 $7,941.00 $7,339.00 $8,110.00
14 Average High Sch Teacher $6,837.00 $6,525.00 $6,756.00 $10,518.00 $8,089.00 $3,711.00
15 Seginning Teacher (BA+1) $5,000.00 $5,300.00 $5,301.00 $5,301.00 $5,500.00 $6,000.00
16 Senior Teacher (WH-10) $7,700.00 $8,350.00 $8,928.00 $8,928.00 $9,350.00 $10,200.00
17 Secretary, Elementary $3,147.00 $3,829.00 $3,844.00 $4,329.00 $4,158.00 $4,840.00
18 Secretary, High School $3,147.00 $3,829.00 $3,880.00 $4,497.00 $4,814.00 $5,505.00
19 Business Super't $13,855.00 $17,000.00 $18,750.00 $19,436.00 $19,875.00 $19,000.00
20 Transportation Director $7,680.00 $10,300.00 $11,500.00 $11,606.00 $13,152.00 $15,240.00
21 School Bus Driver $4,473.00 $3,799.00 '$3,929.00 $4,727.00 $4,672.00 $5,185.00
22 Curriculum Super't $13,860.00 $17,000.00 $18,750.00 $19,436.00 $19,875.00 $22,000,00
23
24 ADJUSTED FOR 1976 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $
25 62 63 64 65 66 67
26 Superintendent $25,938.19 $25,627.04 $27,448.87 $27,423.28 $27,160.49 $30,000.00
27 Administrative Secretary $6,522.52 $7,982,55 $7,879.44 $8,126.98 $8,320.99 $8,860.00
28 Facilities Super't $14,448.12 $16,357.69 $18,433.80 $19,047.62 $18,930.04 $20,000.00
29 Maintenance Director $10,331.13 $13,356.60 $12,524.22 $13,532.28 $13,209.88 $15,612.00
30 Custodian $4,374.17 $4,603.05 $4,807.32 $4,725.93 $5,383.74 $5,057.00
31 Personnel Super't $14,072.85 $18,538.71 $19,644.78 $20,567.20 $20,447.53 $22,500.00
32 Principal, Elmentary $10,194.26 $11,075.25 $12,679.22 $12,544.97 $12,772.63 $14,427.00
33 Principal, High School $11,007.73 $11,075.25 $14,968.78 $14,495.24 $14,507.20 $15,860.00
34 Average Elementary Teacher $6,257.17 $6,900.75 $7,279.87 $8,403.17 $7,550.41 $8,110.00
35 Average High Sch Teacher $7,546.36 $7,115.59 $7,272.34 $11,130.16 $8,322.02 $3,711.00
36 Seginning Teacher (BA+1) $5,518.76 $5,779.72 $5,706.14 $5,609.52 $5,658.44 $6,000.00
37 Senior Teacher (MA+10) $8,498.90 $9,105.78 $9,610.33 $9,447.62 $9,819.34 $10,200.00
38 Secretary, Elementary $3,473.51 $4,175.57 $4,137.78 $4,580.95 $4,277.78 $4,840.00
39 Secretary, High School $3,473.51 $4,175.57 $4,176.53 $4,758.73 $4,952,67 $5,505.00
40 Business Super't $15,292.49 $18,538.71 $20,182.99 $20,567.20 $20,447.53 $19,000.00
41 Transportation Director $8,476.82 $11,232.28 $12,373.90 $12,231.48 $13,530.86 $15,240.00
42 School Bus Driver $4,937.09 $4,142.86 $4,229.28 $5,002.12 $4,806.58 $5,185.00
43 Curriculum Super't $15,298.01 $13,538.71 $20,182.99 $20,567.20 $20,447.53 $22,000,00
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APPENDIX J: SALARY STUDY, In Nominal Dollars, and 1967 Constant Dollars
1 SELECTED
2 YEAR 68 69 70 71 72 73
3 COST OF LIVING INDEX 1.042 1.098 1.163 1.213 1.253 1.331
4 JOB TITLE
5 Superintendent $31,000.00 $32,000.00 $35,200.00 $37,500.00 $38,500.02 ::J,500.00
6 Administrative Secretary $8,850.00 $10,774.00 $10,774.00 $12,188.00 $12,210.00 $12,730.00
7 Facilities Super't $21,000.00 $20,400.00 $22,872.00 $25,932.00 $27,228.00 $27,036.00
8 Maintenance Director $17,010.00 $19,440.00 $20,748.00 $21,348.00 $21,348.00 $22,260.00
9 Custodian $5,406.00 $6,458.00 $6,548.00 $7,445.00 $7,551.00 $7,686.00
10 Personnel Super't $23,500.00 $24,900.00 $25,935.00 $27,228.00 $27,228.00 $28,380.00
11 Principal, Elmentary $14,579.00 $15,995.00 $16,663.00 $18,903.00 $19,128.00 $19,982.00
12 Principal, High School $16,107.00 $17,073.00 $18,534.00 $22,176.00 $22,696.00 $24,105.00
13 Average Elementary Teacher $8,600.00 $3,431.00 $9,598.00 $10,294.00 $10,470.00 $11,402.00
14 Average High Sch Teacher $9,320.00 $10,126.00 $10,174.00 $10,853.00 $11,242.00 $12,465.00
15 Beginning Teacher (BA+1) $6,000.00 $7,430.00 $7,530.00 $7,530.00 $7,666.00 $7,992.00
16 Senior Teacher (MA+10) $10,200.00 $10,440.00 $10,580.00 $11,715.00 $12,166.00 $12,683.00
17 Secretary, Elementary $4,936.00 $4,131,00 $4,678.00 $6,934.00 $6,821.00 $7,150.00
18 Secretary, High School $5,320.00 $6,015.00 $6,131:00 $7,099.00 $7,087.00 $7,485.00
19 Business Super't $20,000.00 $21,900.00 $25,212.00 $27,228.00 $27,228.00 $27,036.00
20 Transportation Director $15,984.00 $17,615.00 $18,828.00 $20,340.00 $20,340.00 $21,204.00
21 School Bus Driver $4,970.00 $6,487.00 $6,683.00 $7,378.00 $7,431.00 $7,687.00
22 Curriculum Super't $23,000.00 $22,900.00 $26,472.00 $24,696.00 $24,696.00 $25,740.00
23
24 ADJUSTED FOR 1976 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $
25 68 69 70 71 72 73
25 Superintendent $29,750.48 $23,143.90 $30,266.55 $30,915.09 $30,726.26 $29,676.93
27 Administrative Secretary $8,502.88 $9,812.39 $9,263.97 $10,047.82 $9,744.61 $9,564.24
28 Facilities Super't $20,153.55 $18,579.23 $19,666.38 $21,378.40 $21,730.25 $20,312.55
29 Maintenance Director $16,324.38 $17,704.92 $17,840,07 $17,599.34 $17,037.51 $15,724.27
30 Custodian $5,188.10 $5,881.60 $5,630.27 $6,137.68 $6,026.34 $5,774.61
31 Personnel Super't $22,552.78 $22,677.60 $22,300.09 $22,446.83 $21,730.25 $21,322.31
32 Principal, Elmentary $13,991.36 $14,567.40 $14,327.60 $15,583.68 $15,265.76 $15,012.77
33 Principal, High School $15,457.77 $15,549.18 $15,936.37 $18,281.95 $13,113.33 $18,110.44
34 Average Elementary Teacher $8,253.36 $8,589.25 $8,252.79 $8,486.40 $8,355.95 $8,566.49
35 Average High Sch Teacher $8,944.34 $9,222.22 $8,748.07 $8,951.36 $8,972.07 $9,365.14
36 Beginning Teacher (BA+1) $5,758.16 $6,766.85 $6,474.63 $6,207.75 $6,118.12 $6,004.51
37 Senior Teacher (MA+10) $9,768.87 $9,508.20 $9,097.16 $9,657.37 $9,709.50 $3,523.93
38 Secretary, Elementary $4,737.04 $3,762.30 $4,022.36 $5,716.41 $5,443.74 $5,371.90
39 Secretary, High School $5,105.57 $5,478.14 $5,271.71 $5,852.43 $5,656.03 $5,623.59
40 Business Super't $19,193.86 $19,945.35 $21,578.42 $22,446.83 $21,730.25 $20,312.55
41 Transportation Director $15,339.73 $16,043.72 $16,139.17 $16,768.34 $16,233.04 $15,930.88
42 School Bus Driver $4,769.67 $5,908.01 $5,746.35 $6,082.44 $5,930.57 $5,775.36
43 Curriculum Super't $22,072.94 $20,856.10 $22,761.32 $20,359.44 $19,709.50 $13,338.84
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APPENDIX J; SALARY STUDY, In Nominal Dollars, and 1357 Constant Dollars
1 SELECTED
2 YEAR 74 75 76 77 78 73
3 COST OF LIVING INDEX 1.477 1.612 1.705 1.815 1.953 2,177
4 JOB TITLE
5 Superintendent $41,000.00 $42,500.00 $44,000.00 $45,500.00 $47,500.00 $47,000.00
6 Administrative Secretary $12,792.00 $13,686.00 $14,185.00 $21,986.00 $23,080.00 $21,694.00
7 Facilities Super't $28,327.00 $30,840.00 $32,838.00 $38,004.00 $38,004.00 $41,040.00
8 Maintenance Director $22,368.00 $23,040.00 $27,576.00 $29,784.00 $31,272,00 $33,768.00
9 Custodian $8,455.00 $9,280.00 $9,492.00 $10,193.00 $10,583.00 $11,226.00
10 Personnel Super't $33,440.00 $32,388.00 $33,516.00 $34,476.00 $36,204.00 $41,040.00
11 Principal, Elmentary $21,833.00 $22,676.00 $23,424.00 $25,271.00 $26,979.00 $28,700.00
12 Principal, High School $26,030.00 $26,820.00 $23,115.00 $30,684.00 $32,676.00 $34,556.00
13 Average Elementary Teacher$12,398.00 $12,854.00 $13,562.00 $14,779.00 $15,917.00 $16,749.00
14 Average High Sch Teacher $12,976.00 $14,004.00 $13,472.00 $15,357.00 $16,126.00 $17,239.00
15 Beginning Teacher (BA+1) $8,432.00 $8,600.00 $8,901.00 $9,708.00 $10,193.00 $10,907.00
16 Senior Teacher (MA+10) $13,382.00 $13,649.00 $14,127.00 $15,408.00 $16,173.00 $17,310.00
17 Secretary, Elementary $7,933.00 $8,465,00 $8,648.00 $10,289.00 $10,621.00 $10,976.00
18 Secretary, High School $8,233.00 $8,766.00 $3,630.00 $9,928.00 $10,430.00 $10,779.00
19 Business Super't $28,377.00 $30,840.00 $32,863.00 $38,004.00 $38,004.00 $41,040.00
20 Transportation Director $23,434.00 $24,182.00 $25,044.00 $27,048.00 $28,404.00 $27,816.00
21 School Bus Driver $7,615.00 $7,427.00 $7,647.00 $7,949.00 $8,580.00 $8,946.00
22 Curriculum Super't $28,524.00 $29,376.00 $31,920.00 $34,476.00 $36,204.00 $43,092.00
23
24 ADJUSTED FOR 1976 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $
25 74 75 76 77 78 79
26 Superintendent $27,758.97 $26,364.76 $25,806.45 $25,068.87 $24,321.56 $21,589.34
27 Administrative Secretary $8,660.80 $8,490.07 $3,319.65 $12,113.50 $11,317.72 $9,965.09
28 Facilities Super't $19,178.74 $19,131.51 $19,259.82 $20,938.84 $19,459.29 $18,851.63
29 Maintenance Director $15,144.21 $14,292.80 $16,173.61 $16,409.92 $16,012.29 $15,511.25
30 Custodian $5,724.44 $5,756.82 $5,567.16 $5,615.98 $5,418.84 $5,155.64
31 Personnel Super't $22,640.45 $20,091.81 $19,657.48 $18,995.04 $13,537.63 $18,851.63
32 Principal, Elmentary $14,781.99 $14,067.00 $13,738.42 $13,923.42 $13,814.13 $13,183.28
33 Principal, High School $17,623.56 $16,637.72 $16,489.74 $16,905.79 $16,731.13 $15,873.22
34 Average Elementary Teacher $8,394.04 $7,973.95 $7,954.25 $8,142.70 $8,150.03 $7,693.62
35 Average High Sch Teacher $8,785.38 $8,687.34 $7,901.47 $8,461.16 $3,257.04 $7,918.70
36 Beginning Teacher (BA+1) $5,708.87 $5,334.99 $5,220.53 $5,348.76 $5,219.15 $5,010.11
37 Senior Teacher (MA+10) $9,060.26 $8,467.12 $8,285.63 $8,483.26 $3,283.67 $7,951,31
38 Secretary, Elementary $5,371.02 $5,251.24 $5,072.14 $5,668.87 $5,438.30 $5,041,80
39 Secretary, High School $5,574.14 $5,437.97 $5,090.91 $5,469.97 $5,340.50 $4,951.31
40 Business Super't $19,212.59 $19,131.51 $19,277.42 $20,938.84 $19,459.29 $18,851.63
41 Transportation Director $15,399.80 $15,001.24 $14,638.56 $14,902.48 $14,543.78 $12,777.22
42 School Bus Driver $5,155.72 $4,607.32 $4,485.04 $4,379.61 $4,393.24 $4,109.32
43 Curriculum Super't $19,312.12 $18,223.33 $18,721.41 $18,995.04 $18,537.63 $19,794.21
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APPENDIX J: SALARY STUDY, In Nominal Dollars, and 1967 Constant Dollars
1 SELECTED
2 YEAR 80 81
3 COST OF LIVING INDEX 2.47 2.723
4 JOB TITLE
5 Superintendent $47,000.00 $54,307.00
6 Administrative Secretary $22,776.00 $25,480.00
7 Facilities Super't $43,500.00 $49,728.00
8 Maintenance Director $35,796.00 $40,920.00
9 Custodian $12,755.00 $13,626.00
10 Personnel Super't $43,500.00 $49,728.00
11 Principal, Elmentary $30,978.00 $36,172.00
12 Principal, High School $37,416.00 $42,752.00
13 Average Elementary Teacher$17,242.00 $20,035.00
14 Average High Sch Teacher $18,680.00 $21,553.00
15 Beginning Teacher (BA+1) $11,561.00 $13,140.00
16 Senior Teacher (MA+10) $18,343.00 $20,855.00
17 Secretary, Elementary $11,502.00 $14,068.00
18 Secretary, High School $11,0.47.00 $13,570.00
19 Business Super't $43,500.00 $49,728.00
20 Transportation Director $30,948.00 $37,164.00
21 School Bus Driver $9,754.00 $11,563.00
22 Curriculum Super't $45,672.00 $52,212.00
23
24 ADJUSTED FOR 1976 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $
25 80 81
26 Superintendent $19,028.34 $19,943.01
27 Administrative Secretary $9,221.05 $9,357.33
28 Facilities Super't $17,611.34 $18,262.21
29 Maintenance Director $14,492.31 $15,027.54
30 Custodian $5,163.97 $5,004.04
31 Personnel Super't $17,611.34 $13,262.21
32 Principal, Elmentary $12,541.70 $13,283.88
33 Principal, High School $15,143.18 $15,700.33
34 Average Elementary Teacher $6,980.57 $7,357.69
35 Average High Sch Teacher $7,562.75 $7,917.00
36 Beginning Teacher (BA+1) $4,680.57 $4,825.56
37 Senior Teacher (MA+10) $7,423.74 $7,653.83
38 Secretary, Elementary $4,697.17 $5,166.36
39 Secretary, High School $4,472.47 $4,983.47
40 Business Super't $17,611.34 $13,262.21
41 Transportation Director $12,529.55 $13,643.18
42 School Bus Driver $3,948.99 $4,246.42
43 Curriculum Super't $13,490.69 $19,174.44
22237
82 83 84
2.886 2.974 3.035
$73,000.00 $73,000.00 $73,000.00
$28,205.00 $28,205.00 $28,250.00
$55,272.00 $55,272.00 $55,272.00
$45,492.00 $45,492.00 $47,772.00
$15,362.00 $15,691.00 $15,730.00
$55,272.00 $53,044.00 $58,044.00
$40,358.00 $41,020.00 ■ $41,529.00
$47,527.00 $48,863,00 $43,444.00
$22,287.00 $23,831.00 $23,831.00
$23,473.00 $24,939.00 $25,159.00
$14,585.00 $14,585.00 $14,585.00
$23,149.00 $23,149.00 $23,149.00
$16,000.00 $16,350.00 $16,335.00
$15,343.00 $15,283.00 $15,793.00
$55,272.00 $58,044.00 $58,044.00
$41,316.00 $35,652.00 $39,336.00
$12,602.00 $13,583.00 $14,627.00
$58,044.00 $53,044,00 $58,044.00
ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $ ADJ '67 $
82 83 84
$25,294.53 $24,546.07 $24,052.72
$9,773.04 $9,483.36 $9,308.07
$19,151.77 $18,585.07 $18,211.53
$15,762.99 $15,296.57 $15,740.36
$5,322.94 $5,276.06 $5,182.87
$19,151.77 $19,517-15 $19,124.38
$13,984.06 $13,792.87 $13,683.36
$16,463.12 $16,430.06 $15,961.73
$7,722.45 $8,013.11 $7,852.06
$8,133.40 $8,385.68 $8,239.62
$5,053.71 $4,904.17 $4,805.60
$3,021.14 $7,783.79 $7,627.35
$5,544.01 $5,497.65 $5,401.98
$5,313.09 $5,138.87 $5,203.62
$19,151.77 $19,517.15 $19,124.88
$14,316.01 $11,937.90 $12,960.79
$4,366.60 $4,568.93 $4,819.44
$20,112.27 $19,517.15 $19,124.83
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ABSTRACT
RESOURCE ALLOCATION IN PUBLIC EDUCATION: A THIRTY FIVE
YEAR HISTORICAL STUDY OF PUBLIC SCHOOL BUDGETS IN CLARK 
COUNTY NEVADA
FISHER, WILLIAM A . , ED.D. University of Nevada, Las 
Vegas, 1986. 227pp.
This historical study analyzed thirty five years of 
public school expenditures in Clark County, Nevada for 
evidence of change in spending patterns in an attempt to 
discover whether or not the organizational structure of the 
schools has been allowed to drift from the public's 
expectation of their schools as revealed by the elected 
school boards' statements of objectives.
In order to analyze budget expenditures from year to 
year, the school budgets were reclassified by the codes in 
Handbook I I , the USDE classification system. This rigorous 
use of expenditure classification, and the LOTUS 123 spread 
sheet enabled the researcher to hold all classifications 
constant throughout the study period.
The study demonstrated that school boards' objectives 
had not changed between 1950 and 1985. Nevertheless, seven 
fundamental changes occurred in the operation of the schools 
and that all noninstructional school programs were expanded 
at the direct expense of the instructional program. In 
1952, the public schools expended seventy two percent of 
educational funds for direct instruction. By 1985, this had 
been reduced to fifty one percent of the total budget. The 
research also demonstrated the public will to support 
education. When adjusted for inflation and growth in 
student enrollment, the taxpayers increased their support of 
their schools by two hundred and five percent. This funding 
increase enabled the public schools to add instructional 
television, special education and to establish retirement 
and health insurance programs. After purchasing these new 
programs, the funding available for traditional school 
programs had increased, per student, in constant dollars, by 
one hundred and fourteen percent. Clearly, the district had 
the funds to enhance the instructional program, but it chose 
not to do so. Finally the study demonstrated full extent of 
fund transfer and documented that collective bargaining was 
only able to slow the transfer of funds from instruction.
The economic theory of supply by bureaus was used in 
order to explain why the district allowed instructional 
funds to be transferred to noninstructional activities. The 
researcher concluded that the cause of fund transfer within 
the budget was the bureaucratic organization of the school, 
and that schools can not be reformed within the context of a 
bureaucracy. The transfer of funds will continue until the 
public forces the schools to reorganize into a non bureau­
cratic, market responsive system where parents, students, 
and teachers can be responsible for the quality of the 
instructional programs.
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